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Chairman J. Thompson called the Ogle County Emergency Telephone System Board monthly 
meeting to order at 6:10 pm. 
 
Members Present: 
D. DeWall  F. Horner 
B. Kunce  E. O’Brien 
S. Sullivan  J. Thompson 
 
Members Absent: 
R. Brass  T. Sill (vacation) 
B. Winebaugh 
 
Others Present: 
S. Beitel, Ogle County 9-1-1 Coordinator 
Sheriff G. Beitel, Ogle County Sheriff 
 
A motion by F. Horner and seconded by D. DeWall for approval of the July 2009 minutes.  There 
was no discussion and the motion carried. 
 
S. Beitel requested that we divert to the order of the agenda.  She presented board members with 
different options of members traveling to conferences, members driving their personal vehicles 
versus rental cars and the cost analysis.  Also, e-mailed to the board earlier in the month were 
responses from various agencies throughout Illinois and how their departments handle extended 
travel. Board members discussed this issue and a motion by B. Kunce and seconded by F. Horner to 
reimburse members the equivalency cost of flying for extended travel.  This would include the cost 
of the flight; travel to and from the airport, and associated parking fees.  The motion carried. 
 
A motion by F. Horner and seconded by B. Kunce to pay the listed bills.  The reimbursement for E. 
O’Brien wasn’t included in the print out provided to the board due to the above discussion.  The 
motion included to once airfare and associated costs were completed, they would be included in the 
list of bills.  The motion carried. 
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  Bill Winebaugh      $1,084.48 
  Call One, Inc.     $402.00 
  Cardmember Services    $833.49 
  Century Tel     $163.08 
  Edward O’Brien    $276.30 
  Frontier     $713.57 
  Language Line    $103.65 
  Leaf River Telephone    $147.30 
  PD Rochelle     $90,541.08 
  Sandy Beitel     $342.00 
  Verizon North     $12,914.22 
  Verizon Wireless    $299.38 
  Total Bills for Payment   $107,820.55 
 
B. Kunce updated the members on the status of the Com Ed, Maryland Road site for possible 
placement of radio equipment for fire services.  Com Ed has agreed to lease MABAS Division 18 
space on the site for $500 per year.  The lease is a 2-year contract.  They will not however allow the 
equipment in their building.  There would have to be a building built, utilities ran to, and a generator 
at the facility as well.  B. Kunce provided a copy of the contract and a copy of Lee County’s contract 
to the members present.  He has not had a chance to review the entire contact as of yet.   
B. Kunce will continue to work on this project. 
 
S. Beitel updated the members on the status of the computer situation in the Communications 
Center.  Additional memory has been added to the computer, without much improvement.  The CAD 
company suggested utilizing both video cards with an additional monitor to take some of the 
workload off one monitor.  S. Beitel is also meeting with a technician while at the conference to 
discuss many of these issues with him.  It may be necessary to purchase 3 additional monitors for the 
Communications Center to accomplish this.  S. Beitel report back at the next meeting. 
 
S. Sullivan and S. Beitel informed the members that we are continuing to work on obtaining 
information on installing the Geo Comm Software at PD Rochelle.  We are tentatively setting up a 
conference call the 26th with the technical people of PD Rochelle and Geo Comm to see how we can 
connect the systems.   
 
S. Sullivan suggested to the board that the board members who don’t already have business cards 
should have some for the ETSB.  This is especially useful when they would be attending 
conferences.  S. Sullivan made some up for E. O’Brien for the upcoming conference.  S. Beitel has 
sent an e-mail to the company that designed our letterhead and envelopes to get the cost of business 
cards.  She should have the price quotes for the next meeting. 
 
S. Sullivan spoke to the board about possibly purchasing shirts for the board members to wear, 
especially to public functions or conferences.  J. Thompson advised that he had a company that he 
has used before and will forward the information to S. Beitel, who in turn will forward to the 
members.   
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S. Beitel provided the following information in the 9-1-1 Coordinators report: 
 1.  A few Ogle County customers, using Voice over Internet Protocol companies, attempted to 
dial 9-1-1 and the call was answered by a private residence landline in DeKalb.  After working with 
Verizon, Comcast, and Sprint Voip services, the problem was located in the translation in the 
Verizon switch.  The error was corrected, test calls completed to ensure proper functionality.   
 2.  There was a similar incident in which a wireless customer dialed 9-1-1 and a residence on 
Tower Rd. in Ogle County answered the call.  Verizon reported that the caller was either using 
AT&T Wireless or Cingular Wireless.  Both companies were contacted and the customer was using 
a Trac Phone which was utilizing the AT&T network.  This again ended up being a translation error 
in the AT&T Landline services in Winnebago County.  This issue has also been resolved. 
 3.  Illinois ICC has opened Part 725 for suggestions on a re-write.  The legislation is extremely 
outdated and doesn’t allow for competition in the 9-1-1 arenas.  Our group in Northern Illinois had a 
meeting and worked on the re-write to submit. 
The Administrative Code is also going to be re-opened, and this group will also be addressing this. 
 4.  Every board member received the July 2009 stats and there were no questions on those. 
 5.  S. Beitel inquired if the members wanted the mailings of handouts if they are unable to attend 
a meeting.  The consensus was to hold onto them and provide them at the next scheduled meeting 
due to the cost factors. 
 
A motion by F. Horner and seconded by S. Sullivan for adjournment.  The motion carried and the 
meeting was adjourned at 7:29 pm. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Sandy Beitel, Secretary 
Ogle County ETSB 
 








 
Blackhawk Waterways Convention & Visitor’s Bureau 


Promoting Tourism in Carroll, Lee, Ogle and Whiteside Counties 
Diane Bausman, Executive Director  


Report for Month of July 2009 
 
Meetings Attended: 
• July 7th – Whiteside Co. CEDS meeting 
• July 8th – Tri State Tourism meeting  
• July 8th – Savanna Hotel/Motel board meeting 
• July 9th – Rock Falls Tourism meeting 
• July 13th – Dixon Tourism meeting 
• July 14th – Carroll County Hotel/Motel meeting 
• July 22nd – Rochelle Tourism meeting 
• July 25th – 2010 Lincoln Hwy National Conference planning meeting in Dixon 
• July 28th – BWCVB board of directors meeting 
bwcvb.com Web Site Update: 
• We had 3,598 absolute unique visitors to the website during July and these people spent an average of 3.36 minutes on the 


site with an average of 3.96 page views per visit.  Of these unique visitors, 86.30% were new visitors to the site.   
•  In reviewing the analytics data it showed that 71.5% of the traffic came from search engines with Google being the greatest 


source.  10.21% was direct traffic and 18.26% came from referring sites of which the top four were: whitepinesinn.com, 
WGNTV.com, campingislands.com and cityoffulton.com. 


• Our Adwords Spring campaign continues to bring new unique visitors to the site.  In the last month there were 1,049 unique 
visitors from the Adwords of which 92.37% were new visitors.  They viewed 4.18 pages and spent an average of 3.32 
minutes on the site.  Our average cost per click was $1.08.   


Bulk Mailing Update: 
• We sent out 291 packets of information during July as a result of requests received via the website, mail & phone calls 


Public Relations: 
• Our July e-newsletter went out July 2nd to the 996 people who have signed up to receive information on events going on in 


our region. 
• July 11th - I helped sell tickets at the Whiteside Co. Barn Tour   
• July 28th – WCCI radio show 
• At the request of ICCVB I wrote a letter of support for the Midwest Rail Initiative on behalf of BWCVB. 
• I also wrote a letter of support for Chicago’s bid for the 2016 Summer Olympics on behalf of BWCVB 
• Please plan to attend the BWCVB annual dinner on August 20th in Savanna.  Themed, “Sturgis in Savanna – BWCVB Biker 


Bash” it promises to be a great night of food, fun and networking with those in the tourism business.  If you need more 
information call our office at 800-678-2108. 


Updates and Information:  
• The Trail of Terror brochure is at the printer and we expect delivery during the first week of August.  This is a very popular 


promotion of Fall, festivals, haunted houses and Halloween themed activities that brings many visitors to the region. 
• The Lincoln Highway Association National Conference will be held in Dixon June 21-26, 2010.  The 150-200 attendees 


will be coming from all over the country and will be housed at the Quality Inn & Comfort Inn with the main conference 
meetings & workshops taking place at the Loveland Center.  There are many activities for the participants being planned 
including receptions, walking tours of Dixon, an art exhibit, a car show, 2 days of bus tours going both east & west on the 
Lincoln Highway to name a few,  This will be a wonderful opportunity to show off our region to visitors from across the 
country. 


• Our 2010 fiscal year started July 1st and even though the state budget has passed, we have not received any word on what 
our actual appropriation will be.  According to our lobbyist, we are still listed at the same funding level as FY 09 but until 
they get all the kinks worked out, we will not receive any FY 2010 funds.   


Advertising Update: 
• During July we received 239 targeted requests for information from our ad on travelguidesfree.com 
•  We continue to receive requests for information from our ad in the 2009 Illinois Travel Guide which came out in early 


January As of today we have received a total of 164 requests for information. 
• We have received 404 requests for information from the 2009 edition of Midwest Living’s Best of the Midwest. 
• Our ad in the summer edition of The Northwest Quarterly came out in late June.  This magazine is distributed in NW 


Illinois & Southern Wisconsin. 
 
We appreciate the support we receive from you and if you would like me to give a brief presentation at your county board 
meeting on how Blackhawk Waterways CVB promotes tourism in Carroll, Lee, Ogle and Whiteside Counties, call me at 800-678-
2108 or contact me via e-mail at dbausman@bwcvb.com  
 


Blackhawk Waterways CVB Mission Statement 
To increase the economic impact to the four counties represented through promotions,  


advertising and providing information to potential visitors. 



mailto:dbausman@bwcvb.com
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This meeting will be taped  
Ogle County Board Meeting Agenda     


 
Tuesday, August 18, 2009 at 5:30 p.m. 


 
Ogle County Farm Bureau Bldg., 421 W Pines Rd, Oregon 


 
Call to Order:   
Roll Call:   
Invocation & Pledge of Allegiance: Gronewold 
 


• Motion to approve the July 21, 2009 Ogle County Board Meeting minutes 
• Motion to accept monthly reports of the Ogle County Clerk/Recorder, Treasurer and Circuit Clerk  
 


Presentation –  
• Scout Adventure Camp – Geoff Gephart – Campaign Director 


 
Appointments –  


• Lost Nation/New Landing RCD – Timothy J. Spelde (R-2009-0801) 
 


Vacancies –  
• Board of Health – 1 unexpired term ends 11/30/2012 
• Board of Health – 1 unexpired term ends 11/30/2011 - applicant is required to be a Dentist 
• Mental Health “708” Board – unexpired term ends 12/31/2011 
• Ogle County Civic Center Authority Board – 1 unexpired term ends 05/31/2011 
 


Application deadline for these vacancies will be  
Friday, August 28, 2009 at 4:30 p.m. in the County Clerk’s Office 


 
• Ogle County Housing Authority – 1 term ends 10/31/2009 
 


Application deadline for this vacancy will be  
Friday, October 2, 2009 at 4:30 p.m. in the County Clerk’s Office 


 
Zoning –  
 


#4-09 Amendment – Ordinance R-2009-0801 
Peter & Tammy Santi, 6 Dorchester Ct., Algonquin, IL for an Amendment to the Zoning District 
to rezone from  R-2 Single-Family Residence District to IA Intermediate Agricultural District on 
property described as follows and owned by the petitioners: 


 
Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 Section 4 and part of the W1/2 of the NE1/4 Section 9 
Taylor Township 22N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 23.40 acres, more or less 
Property Identification Number: 22-04-451-005 and 22-09-204-008   
Common Location: 700 Block of Cottonwood Ct. 


 
#5-09 Amendment – Ordinance R-2009-0802 


Anderson Family Trust, Eric G. Anderson Trustee, 1993 W. Mud Creek Rd., Oregon, IL for an 
Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District to R-1 Rural 
Residence District on property described as follows and owned by the petitioners: 
 


Part of the NE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 30 Rockvale Township 24N, R10E of the 4th P.M., 
Ogle County, IL, 7.60 acres, more or less 
Property Identification Number: Part of 09-30-400-008   
Common Location: 2200 Block of W. Mud Creek Rd. 
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#2-09 Special Use – Ordinance R-2009-0803 
Eugene E. Davis, 2614 Kristie Rd., Dothan, AL; James M. Davis, 1611 Hickory Ave., Panama 
City, FL; Dorothy M Modeler, 210 N. Wesley Ave., Mt. Morris, IL; Michael R. Modeler, 1007 W. 
6th St., Sterling, IL; and  Quentin H. Davis Living Trust, Quentin Davis Trustee, 13779 W. White 
Oak Rd., Forreston, IL for a Special Use permit to allow dwelling for the son of the farm owner in 
AG-1 Agricultural District on property described as follows, owned by Eugene E. Davis; James 
M. Davis; Dorothy M Modeler; and Michael R. Modeler; and being purchased by Quentin H. 
Davis Living Trust: 


 
Part of the SW1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 26 Leaf River Township 25N, R9E of the 4th 
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 1.0 acre, more or less 
Property Identification Number: Part of 03-26-300-002 
Common Location: 4828 W. Pond Rd. 


 
#6-09 Amendment – Ordinance R-2009-0804 – ¾ vote needed 


Elmer & Martha Sue Hudson, 7162 E. Gristmill Rd., Chana, IL for an Amendment to the Zoning 
District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District to R-1 Rural Residence District on property 
described as follows and owned by the petitioners: 


 
Part of the NW1/4 Section 23 Pine Rock Township 23N, R11E of the 4th P.M., Ogle 
County, IL, 5.454 acres, more or less 
Property Identification Number: Part of 17-23-100-031   
Common Location: 7162 E. Gristmill Rd. 


 
Public Comment –  
 
Road & Bridge –  


 
Ogle County Claims – Clerk reads the claims:  
 


• Payments in Vacation –  July 2009  -  $33,382.06 
• County Board Payments -  August 2009 – $94,724.44 
• County Highway Fund – $59,225.76 
 


o Motion to approve claims as presented  
 
Committee Reports –  


 
• Finance Committee: 


o 2009 & 2010 Budget Presentation – Meggon McKinley 
 


• Personnel Committee: 
o Cost Containment Options – Skip Kenney 
o County Board Cost Containment Preference Survey 
o UCCI Regional Meeting Update – Marcia Heuer 


 
• Executive Committee: 


o Resolution Ogle County Board Mileage Reduction (R-2009-0802) 
 
• LRP – Courthouse Renovation Committee: 


o Update 
o Approve Long Range Planning Invoices (R-2009-0803) 
 


• Chairman Comments: 
 


• Administrator Comments:  
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Unfinished Business – 
 
New Business –  
 
Communications –  


• Sales Tax for May 2009 was $19,928.67 and $60,457.90 
• Sales Tax for May 2008 was $27,720.82 and $77,300.87 
 


Motion to adjourn until Tuesday, September 15, 2009 at 5:30 p.m.  
 


Agenda is posted at the following locations: 
 


122 S. Wesley Ave, Mt Morris (Watt Bldg)  
Ogle County Farm Bureau Bldg., 421 W Pines Rd, Oregon 


 www.oglecounty.org 



http://www.oglecounty.org/






Ogle County Executive & State’s Attorney Committee Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, August 12, 2009 4:00 p.m. 


 
1. Call to Order at  4:13 by Chairman Rice.  Members present: Rice, Huntley, Kenney, Horner, Saunders, 


Stahl, Bauer, Hopkins.  Members absent: Nye.  Also present: Colson, DeArvil, Heuer, Kilker, Boes, 
Barnes, Gronewold, Coffman, O’Brien, Cook, Peterson, Don Conn.   


 
2. Approval of Minutes: Motion by Huntley to approve the July 15, 2009 Meeting Minutes.  Horner 2nd.  


Motion carried.   
  


3. Public Comment – none 
 


4. Sheriff & Coroner / Buildings & Grounds Committee Report – Chairman Horner noted anyone who missed 
the jail tour should schedule that before the interviews at the end of the month.  10 went through the other 
week plus McKinley yesterday.  He also noted that the committee discussed the Sheriff’s and McKinley’s 
concerns about the lack of security and control over our current IT configuration.  McKinley and the 
Sheriff are working on further analysis and recommendations, which the committee is eager to adopt.   
 


5. Road & Bridge Committee Report –Chairman Horner reported the Road & Bridge tour took place 
this week and it opened everyone’s eyes to the work and activity of the Highway Dept.  Huntley then asked 
Curtis Cook to explain why the Highway Dept flag was flying at half mast that day, and Curtis indicated 
they are on an email notification from the State that identifies when any Illinois soldier has been killed, 
requesting a half mast flag.  Cook will forward that information to McKinley, who will ensure our 
Buildings & Grounds crew are also copied to properly fly our flags 


           
6. Personnel Salary & County Clerk Committee Report – Chairman Kenney noted the cost containment ideas 


the committee brought to the finance committee and noted this will also be presented at the Board.  No 
further discussion.   


 
7. Executive Committee – Rice noted that Rockford Airport is asking Ogle County for support of changes to 


the existing Trade Zone #176.  McKinley explained the changes are to make the process cheaper and faster 
for companies within the Trade Zone #176 to apply.  McKinley is working with Jason Andersen of 
GREDCO to ensure the new system includes the Rochell Pro Logis Park, and will draft a letter of support 
once confirmed.  Ed Rice and the committee agreed to this letter of support.     


 
8. Zoning Committee Report – Chairman Hopkins noted the committee approved 3 zoning requests and 


denied 1, which was to move an Ag 1 zone to a R1 zone because there are several livestock facilities close 
by and a pasture right beside the property.  Hopkins noted the committee concurred with the Planning 
Commission not to support this.  Huntley then asked why this item was declined and the Hudson property 
was not, asking if there were any known changes to the zoning laws by Mike Reibel’s office.  Hopkins 
indicated there were no known changes, and Huntley expressed concern that most of Pine Rock Township 
is all Ag 1, and yet there is now approval for one house to move to R1.  The township commission voted no 
on this, and our Zoning Committee voted yes, which is causing tension and concerns.  The commission 
agrees there needs to be a house there, but not at R1 zoning.  This is not a farming situation, although all 
agree Hudsons need a house there.  Saunders agrees that R1 appears to be the wrong zoning designation for 
this. Huntley noted this family has been in the township for 45 years and it’s the 2nd new house they’ve 
built.  They bought 40acres. Huntley pointed out their township was the 3rd in the county with the highest 
number of homes built last year, so this community is in favor of building homes.  But the zoning 
classification is critical. The Zoning Committee noted there needs to be a ¾ vote required to pass this at the 
board meeting next week. Rice suggested Hopkins talk with Mike Reibel to identify the best solution prior 
to the vote because if the vote is a no, it will be a dead issue for one year, which would not be helpful to the 
Hudsons.   


 
9. HEW & Solid Waste Committee Report – Chairman Bauer noted that all applications are in for 


funding hearing and the schedule is set for August 28, 2009 starting at 8:00 am in the Oregon Farm Bureau 
Building on 421 West Pines Road.  Meggon McKinley will send notice to all agencies of the schedule.  He 
reported there is a 3% increase being requested over all.   
       







10. Finance & Insurance Committee Report – Hopkins noted we’re facing a deficit and asked McKinley to 
recap the financial summary given at the Finance Committee meeting.  She reported that basically, we’re 
about $800,000 short of our 10% reduction goal between 2009 and 2010 revenues.  The Finance 
Committee asked the department heads to clearly articulate the impact of reductions that would identify a 
15% reduction between 2009 and 2010.  Once all the financial analysis is run for all possible scenarios, and 
department heads have clearly articulated the negative impact of cuts to their people, programs, services, 
and the community, the board will begin to make decisions on the best way to balance the budget.  A 
special Finance Committee meeting has been called to review all the budget data again in two weeks – 
August 26 at 5:30 in the Sheriff’s Training room.   


 
11. Judiciary Committee Report – Chairman Stahl updated the group that they reviewed the Probation and 


Focus House Financial Report noting Greg Martin and Mike Dale provided various scenarios they would 
have to move through depending on revenues. No further reports.    


 
12.    Long Range Committee Report –  


 Presentation and Approval of LRP bills – Bauer moved to approve bills in the amount of 
$136,508.68.  2nd by Horner.  Motion carried.  


 Project Update – The Owner Architect Contractor (OAC) meetings are set to coincide with the 
LRP meeting the first Tuesday of each month and the County Board meetings.  The next OAC 
meeting is set for Tuesday, August 18 at 2:00.  McKinley then updated the group regarding where 
we stand with the overage fees from Holabird & root.  She reported that there was a meeting with 
Holabird & Root, Ed Rice, Dennis Williams, Ben Roe, Meggon McKinley, and Dennis 
Vovos on July 23, 2009 to review the additional $31,000 fees and discuss frustrations 
surrounding the EVS lawsuit.  Specifically, a Holabird & Root letter dated July 7 outlined 
the fees incurred above the project scope due to the 14 month project delay, which Dennis 
Vovos explained in detail, and that meeting group discussed at length.  Holabird & Root 
held firm to the legitimacy of these fees and noted that if the County disagrees with any of 
the requested overages, it should put its response to Holabird & Root in writing outlining 
what we disagree with and why so he can present it to senior management at Holabird & 
Root.  Meggon agreed to provide that written response, and sent that recently noting we 
find the future fees of roughly $9,800 to be reasonable since the work is being done at their 
overhead multiplier rate of 1.45 instead of 1.35 from the previous year.  However, the 
other $21,200 in fees do not appear to be reasonable because they were assessed after the 
fact, and per our contract, Holabird & Root is required to notify us of out of scope items 
ahead of time and in writing, which they did not do.  We are waiting for a response and 
final bill from Holabird & Root on this issue.  Lastly, McKinley passed out the LRP fund 
reporting format for monthly use and the committee agreed the format was very helpful. 


         
13. Appointment –  


 Interviews - Resignations and/or Recommendations –  
o Lost Nation / New Landing – Timothy J. Spelde - Chairman Rice noted he spoke with Mr. 


Spelde by phone.  He is the only applicant, is very interested in the job and will be presented to 
the Board for approval Tuesday night 


 Mr. Rice also noted there will be a Liquor License meeting 5:00 Tuesday at the Farm Bureau 
building to discuss a 1 day license application.  McKinley will ensure this meeting is posted.   


 
14. States Attorney Report - 


 Approval of Bills- Hopkins motioned to approve August bills in the amount of $3,009.59. 2nd by 
Huntley second.  Motion carried.   


 Responsible bidder – Ben Roe’s 1st Assistant Earl Peterson updated the group in Ben’s absence 
stating he is waiting for response from Whiteside County, which is further along in evaluating the 
pros and cons of adopting such an ordinance.  To avoid recreating the wheel unnecessarily, Ben 
Roe will be getting the information Whiteside County States Attorney has collected and be 
evaluating it for benefit to Ogle County.  Curtis Cook commented that he thought it didn’t apply to 
most of the Highway Department projects, but it would apply to about 10% of their projects that 
are local and not state or federally funded.  Cook shared his view that the vast majority items are 
already required by state law and the ordinance would likely be redundant.  The other items that 
could be in there are not required by state law, but are items that will require us as a county to put 







into the specifications and carefully/responsibly review the applicants against the specifications.  
He noted that we as a county need to be actively engaged and responsible for what goes into the bid 
specs on any projects we’re bidding.  Prequalification of bidders is a very lengthy issue.  IDOT has 
a very lengthy process and so the Highway Department piggy backs on their process. If the County 
wants this at the building level, perhaps it could piggy back on the Capital Development Board, 
which already has a prequalification process for this.  Rice noted he’d like to include Cook in 
discussions with Ben Roe’s office.  Cook did provide feedback to the States Attorney’s office and 
will continue providing support as needed on this issue.   


 
15. New Business –  


 Mileage Reduction- Jason Bauer presented his recommendation for having the County Board 
contribute with budget reductions.  He noted that if we’re asking cuts of the dept heads, we need to 
do this too.  He is recommending that instead of 48.5 per mile reimbursement, we drop it to a 
penny.  He reported we’ve spent $9,688.11 on mileage this year, and if it had been at .01, it would 
have only been $4,200.  Annually would save $16,000 per year. He is recommending this be put 
into effect September 1.  Jason Bauer motioned to adopt a new mileage rate for County Board 
members of 1 penny.  Kenny 2nd.  Discussion followed with Horner asking why Board members 
can’t drop their pay rate.  Bauer says it can’t be done between elections, but if it’s voluntary, would 
that be a problem? How about dropping it for 2012?  Elected officials fall into the same category of 
not being able to make pay changes in between elections.  Can the state change that, asked 
Saunders.  Rice said we could also size of the board to help reduce fees, but this would have to be a 
later resolution.  Motion carried. McKinley then noted that thins are going very well with Ringland 
Johnson on the courthouse renovation.  They are a very responsive, professional partner.     


 
16. Old Business –  


 Responsible Bidder Ordinance – see above discussion. 
 Hearing Officer – McKinley reported she has begun creating the hearing office position description 


and will be working with Ed Rice to bring the next steps to next month’s committee meetings.  
Rice noted DeKalb has used this model for years and will help line up the right conversations to 
effectively implement.     


 
17. Adjournment  - by Chairman Rice at approximately 5:30 pm. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
  


W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
 


Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 








Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee Meeting  
Tentative Minutes 


Wednesday August 12, 2009, 2:00 p.m. 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Hopkins at 2:08; Members present Saunders, Diehl, 
Gronewold, Hopkins, White, Kenney, Rice.  Also present Barnes, Boes, Kilker, Heuer, 
McKinley, Coffman, O’Brien, Finch, Vinde Wells, Rypkema, Sheriff.  Toward the end of 
the meeting, DeArvil, Bauer, Don Huntley, and Colson joined.   


 
2. Approval of Minutes: Motion by Rice to approve the July 14, 2009 meeting minutes.  2nd 


by Kenney.  Motion carried.   
 


3. Approval of Bills -  
 Treasurer- Saunders motioned to pay bills in the amount of $785.75. 2nd by Diehl.  


Motion carried.   
 Finance & Administrator – Kenney motioned to approve bills in the amount of 


$7,171.81. 2nd by White.  Motion carried.   Kenney also motioned to approve the 
building repair bill for Probation in the amount of $2,356.15.  2nd by Rice.  
Motion carried.     


 
4. Public Comment - none 
 
5. Insurance Report – Greg Query reported that Scott Sodergren was added as Additional 


Insured.  He also reported they deleted 2007 – Collins van from Focus House.  He also 
noted they have requested that Focus House be added as Additional Insured.  Coffman 
reported he received letter from Hospice noting that October 1, they may move to another 
insurance company.  Echo has new PBM for prescriptions that people recommend taking 
a look at.  Coffman also reported that dependents that aren’t qualified for tax purposes 
should have a fair market taxable value of the difference between the family +1 and 
family rate, which is $231/month.  Rice motioned to accept the suggested rate for 
dependency rate as described.  2nd by White.  Motion carried.   


 
6. Finance & Administrator Reports –   McKinley provided a 2009 and 2010 budget 


presentation noting progress to date against the reductions sought from the Finance 
Committee last month.  She also noted she gave this presentation to the Personnel 
Committee earlier in the day, asking them to think specifically about the policies they 
would or would not recommend for consideration to solve the budget problem because 
we have still not reached our reduction targets.  Highlights of the report, which will be 
covered at the County Board meeting August 18 included the following: 


i. 2009 Expense Budget = $13,443,119 
ii. 2009 3% reduction target = ($403,294) 


iii. 2010 7% reduction target – ($941,018) 
iv. Total General fund Reduction Goals for 2009 & 2010 = ($1,344,312) 
v. Current 2009 reduction progress to date = ($309,737), which means we’re 


still $93,557 short of the goal  







vi. 2009 Expected overage in line items by Circuit Clerk union contract 
salaries, detention fees previously discussed & approved, and insurance = 
$70,000. 


vii. 2009 net reduction goal short fall = $163,557 
viii. Current 2010 reduction targets is ($941,018) 


ix. Department Heads have identified ($300,000) savings to date, which is 
still $641,018 short of the 2010 goal.   


x. McKinley then reported on current revenue scenarios are that we could be 
down $700,000 in 2009 and $1,100,000 more in 2010.  Worst case 
scenarios that Coffman has been working on are that we could be down 
$1,000,000 in 2009 and another $1,700,000 more for 2010.  2011 is 
expected to remain a difficult year, and we could see revenues at the 2010 
level, or decline even more.   


xi. McKinley’s presentation then posed the following budget questions: 
1. Is this a short term financial crisis? 
2. Is this the new norm? 
3. Which revenues may likely never return? 
4.  What other sources of revenue must we pursue? 
5. What level of service are we willing to forgo to balance the 


budget? 
6. Could wage freezes help us avoid layoffs?  How would future 


budge spikes impact us? 
7. How would inequitable wage solutions impact our employees? 
8. Could furlough days help us avoid layoffs? 
9. What would early retirement save? 
10. If we deplete funds in a short term crunch, what are the cash flow 


implications? 
11. How can the wage study help us avoid spiraling wages costs in the 


future?   
xii. She concluded the presentation stating next steps are for the Finance 


Committee to set specific revenue & expense targets by analyzing the 
implications of all possible scenarios.  She recommends a special Finance 
Committee to continue working through the scenarios for progress after 
today.   


White asked if we’ll be over on Focus House.  Martin indicated no, they are working 
through cost cutting measures to stay within budget for 2009. White asked if we can 
increase Excelon levies – John indicated no.  They are capped.  We must rearrange levies, 
not tax increase. Hopkins asked if the U of I extension levy stays the same.  Coffman 
indicated yes.  Hopkins noted the University has set a hiring freeze, no equipment 
purchase to keep the budget the same this year, and with the EAV going up, it should 
technically drop the rate a little bit.   
White noted that regarding revenue projections, he believes the current financial situation 
would be the norm for a while stating he believes our county isn’t likely to turn around to 
where we were in 2008 until a good 5 years, if that.  Because it is so difficult to predict, 
he recommend we err on the side of caution noting he’d rather be $300k or $500k off in 
the positive nature than in the negative nature. He also noted a measure of the impact to 







such cuts has to be known, and we don’t yet have that data in front of us.  Gronewold 
noted that the current dept head plans are not enough.  White asks what the unions might 
want to discuss.  Gronewold says it’s time that we as a committee have to make decisions 
to bring to the board.  It appears wage freezes may not be enough.  What else are we 
looking at?   McKinley noted that if all wages were frozen, it would account for about 
$203,000 in the Sheriff’s budgets, $25,000 in the Circuit Clerk’s budget, $50,000 across 
all non-union employees and department heads, and $21,000 in the Health Department, 
for a total of an additional $300,000. Kenney then reported on the Personnel Committee 
recommendations for consideration, including: 


o Hiring freezes across the board in all departments   
o Early retirement options for employees 
o Voluntary lay off option for interested employees 
o Opening of labor contracts for concessions 
o Furloughs for employees in all departments 
o Layoffs across the board in all departments 
o Overtime elimination (except in emergency basis) 
o Salary and wage freeze across the board in all departments 
o 3-4 day work week rotation for employees  
o Increased tax levy for public referendum 


Kenney noted he conferred with many colleagues in the past days to confirm these are 
indeed the things normally done in financial hardships.  Hopkins asked if you can 
increase Excelon levies.  John says no, but you could increase others but noted that a 
public referendum on this wouldn’t be done in time to impact the 2010.  Tax levies have 
to be set in February, so it would impact 2011.  Rice noted he and McKinley will be 
working with Sakallariou to draft approach unions correctly for wage discussions.  The 
goal is certainly to avoid layoffs.  White feels we all (including board members, 
employees and department heads) must face these issues together and provide as much 
input together as possible.  We need the dept heads to be on board with our solutions.  
How would all these potential solutions impact them?  What would they do with 
voluntary layoffs?  Kenney again noted that the best case scenario is pursuing all possible 
options to keep people from losing their jobs.  Hopkins said we must come back with 
specific figures on all the options before making recommendations to the board. White 
says we need to cut the finance committee budget too.  Like the fair.  Like the mileage 
reimbursements for the county board members, which could save $15,000.  We have to 
take the cuts if we ask the employees. Gronewold says when we open the contracts, we 
have to be fair or we have an equity issue.   
Hopkins, wants input from the board to see if what their preferences are as we move 
forward.  McKinley agreed to create a Board survey for input at the next Board meeting.  
McKinley noted we have to look beyond just financials and ensure we evaluate personnel 
implications and community impact. Greg Martin says you must consider that before you 
go to unions, mandatory items make negotiations tougher.  Be careful about saying 
mandatory with unions because you may not be able to do this.  Loss of income is always 
a grievance by the unions so in 2010, to open the contracts, we’re only talking about one 
thing – wage freezes.  That should make it go faster.  Martin says a tax levy must be 
considered.  If this isn’t a one year process, then don’t worry about getting tax levies in 
2010, but do it in 2011.  This is a tough decision too.  But what do the taxpayers want?  







What do they want to pay for the services they have?  Coffman reminded the group that 
the levy accounts for approximately 1/3 of your general fund revenue, state 
reimbursements account for approximately 1/3, and fees are about 1/3.  
 
Sheriff Beitel then noted that the budget he submitted for 2010 was $111,000 under last 
year, which still allows for current union raises, so this means he already cut out 
$300,000 expenses out.  This includes vehicles, which runs against the insurance 
recommendation saying we should do this and exposes me and the county to liability.  
Sheriff noted he is working to be a team player, but is concerned about the level of cuts 
required to balance the budgets in his departments.  There is $360k more expected out of 
my budget, which equates to 9.2 duputies starting salaries.  How do we do this?  The 
Sheriff noted he had a dept meeting last week with the employees, they are open to 
discussing and negotiating with the county some wage concessions, but that needs to be 
focused on wage concession and not open up other issues until the contract is up next 
year.  If we can get wage freeze or concession let’s get it done soon.  Rice said we won’t 
open across the board, just wage freezes.   
 
Doreen talked with her union stewards and the health dept made these tough decisions 
last year – cut 2 people and 2 part time and lost benefits.  They are still reeling.  If these 
concessions are equal across the board, they are willing to talk.  But they also cover their 
own benefits, others don’t.  But they are willing to talk.   
 
White noted we need to know if they lose people, what are the consequences?  
Department heads must articulate this so we understand the impact?  He stated we can’t 
make decisions until we know this.  Saunders asked if the community should have input 
on what services they are willing to do without?  Referendum could help tells us this.  
Saunders says maybe Vindi Wells could have people contact their board member for 
input, although we must remember the public doesn’t always have the complex details 
while we do.  Boes commented he thinks we’ll see this level of revenue and difficulty for 
the next 5 years. What are the long term solutions?  How far do freezes get us, and for 
how long? Rice says in the short term we have to reach the numbers quickly.  Union 
contacts are up soon, so the long term will show up there. 
 
 John Coffman then talked about revenue scenarios, noting again he welcomes input  
because these remain best estimates in an unpredictable environment.     


 
 
He noted that Meggon asked him to run worst case scenarios, which he has done.  Coffman 
also noted the board needs to view this from a cash flow perspective, meaning how much 
liquidity has to be available at what times to keep from having to borrow to make payment 
obligations?  Coffman highlighted the following revenue changes compared to last month’s 
projections:     


• 2009 property tax – left the same 
• Pilot payment – previously split into $135k each year.  It will come in in 2009 so 


from cash flow standpoint I moved it to this year.   







• Sales tax – reduced the quarter percent another $10k on 2009 and $60k on 1%.  Left 
2010 where it was.  This allows for a 20% reduction for the remainder of this year. 


• Zeroed out the beginning balance.  $325k out in 2009.  We had $200k in for 2010 and 
didn’t want to double count it.   


• Transfers in from county officers and personal property – reduced 2010 by additional 
$100k  


• Probation salary reimbursement – state is talking about different funding formulas, I 
so reduced by $150k. 


• Left in transfer from Focus House.  
• Fees & Fines from Zoning – reduced 2009 by $5000.  Mike said picking up, so left 


2010 alone. 
•  Sheriff’s fees- I left these alone.  Jail boarding is the big one, and still on target so 


far.   
• Intergovernmental revenues – federal state reimbursement monies I left at $100k for 


2009, but this will take the balance down.  We’re generating about $60k.   
• State income tax is the figure Coffman reports he is least comfortable with this one 


because of it’s unpredictable nature, even in good years.   
• Property Taxes - Hopkins noted we still have to get the second property tax 


installments in one way or the other and John confirmed those do get paid.   
• Interest income – Coffman provided a copy of an article from this week’s Wall Street 


Journal stating economists say we’re in the bottom of the recession cycle.  Only 6/52 
economists expect the fed to raise rates this year, so interest income not likely to 
come back any time soon (or at least until 2011). 


 
White noted he spoke with his stock broker/insurance friend who says they expect the “W 
scenario” (the graph of decline and increase in this recession would look like a W on a 
graph).  We may have hit the bottom and we’ll go up, then next year in 1-2Q we could 
see another decline back to where we were.  Last leg would be the climb out.  Coffman 
noted he thinks this will be a long climb out.  He asked the Finance Committee state what 
income levels we need to balance the budget to so that we can match our budgets 
accordingly and understand how far to cut.  White commented it appears the County 
revenue bleeding has slowed,  revenue is down 4% expenses are over 1%.  Coffman 
noted from a cash flow standpoint, we could absorb this year’s shortfall, but after that 
we’re in trouble.   
The Sheriff commented we must know what revenue targets the Board wants us to hit.  
People are on edge and anxious and uncertain.  What does the Board want?   
 
Further discussion noted that if sales tax picks up, if income tax picks up, we will be 
okay.  But with State financials being as disastrous as they are, counties will continue 
feeling the downstream impact.  We get a total of $210,00 reimbursements for States 
Attorneys ($150k), public defenders ($30k), assessors ($30k).  Current information says 
that Probation reimbursement are the only ones being cut.  Heuer noted that in last 
month’s UCCI update from the head of U of I’s governmental studies, they believed all 
reimbursements were at risk.  Coffman noted it’s important to confirm that and will 
follow up with our lobbyist to confirm.   
 







Saunders noted she isn’t sure $1.3 reduction is enough.  Perhaps we should consider $1.7 
in reductions.  White says perhaps we should be looking to expense reductions first, 
which we have control of, then revenues, which we don’t have control of.  Saunders said 
sales tax has dipped 20%- John clarified that the projections bring it down 20%.  Current 
rate continuing puts us at a million shortfall.  Last year started in deficit mode.  Bauer 
asked how close at the levy fund are we?  We’re at the top, per Coffman, so even 
dropping the other levies doesn’t help us.  Greg Martin noted we are doing the best we 
can to cut without cutting services and laying people off, but in his budget, there is no 
money to reduce 10%.  Kenney asked if he knows of any other scenarios will help you 
get to this level?  
 
The committee concluded the discussion by asking Meggon to work with the departments 
to articulate what cuts and what impact would come by getting to a 15% budget 
reduction.  Gronewold noted he had performed an earlier analysis upon joining the Board 
that plotted revenues and expenses at the current salary rates, and identified we’d have a 
shortfall at least by 2018.  The economic conditions have put us there earlier. DeArvil – 
recommend board members take 20% cut first and let the community know we’re headed 
in this direction.   
 
The Finance Committee then set a Special Meeting for Wednesday August 26 at 5:30 in 
the Sheriff’s training room.  They will review all this information and be ready to take 
recommendations to the Board for a balanced 2010 budget.   


  
7. New Business – Discussion & Possible Action: 


 Budget Parameters, Amendments – see above 
 
8. Old Business – none 


 
9. Adjournment – by Lyle Hopkins at approximately 4:00.   


 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator.   


 
Lyle Hopkins – Chairman 


Sheriff’s Department Training Room 103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 
Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 








H.E.W. and Solid Waste Committee Meeting 
Tentative Minutes 


Tuesday, August 11, 2009 at 4:00 p.m. 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Bauer at 4:30. Members present:  Bauer, Bowers, Horner, 
Barnes, Kilker.  Janes joined at 4:19.  Members absent:  Williams.  Also present: Bob 
DeArvil, Doreen O’Brien, Steve Rypkema, Amy Jo Clemens, Dr. Champley, members of the 
public.   


 
2. Approve Committee Minutes: Steve Rypkema requested an amendment to the July 14, 


2009 minutes to insert the words “of the Orchard Hills landfill” after the statement “we 
haven’t received feedback from EPA on their audit” to correct reference to the wrong 
landfill.  Bowers motioned to amend the minutes as described.  2nd by Horner. Motion 
carried.  Motion to approve amended minutes by Bowers.  2nd by Horner.  Motion 
carried.     


 
3. Public Comment- none 


 
4. Regional Office of Education 


 Bills for Approval – Motion to approve bills in the amount of $1716.73 by Bowers, 
2nd by Horner.  Clemens noted supplies won’t go over budget.  Motion carried.   


 Monthly Update- Clemens noted she was appointed Co-chair of the Illinois 
Professional Development Region, which means she is now sitting with the State 
Board of Education when they decide how to roll out grants.  She is co-chairing with 
a colleague in Kankakee County. There will be a few extra trips for this, although it 
won’t bring extra mileage because the meetings are scheduled around other regularly 
scheduled meetings.  It may add a hotel bill here or there.  Clemens reported the 
exciting opportunity to influence the state level noting suburban offices have a lot of 
pull and we usually don’t in the rural areas.  Being able to influence the State level for 
our county is very good.   


 2009 Budget Status- Clemens reported the only place she can hold back in 2009 is on 
travel, and that line item has stayed the same for.  There is no rent increase this year.  
She explained that expenses are split between Lee and Ogle County and we are 
getting a good deal here.  She also reminded the committee that truancy is also a 
county responsibility, but it is again to be funded by a grant this year (at 95%).   


 2010 Projected Budget- McKinley reported that Clemens can’t make 10% cuts. She 
left in a 2% salary request for her one county employee because we don’t know what 
will happen at the Finance Committee level.  Bowers asked if her travel budget is 
high enough since she left it the same.  Clemens says she continues to use the grant 
money to help fund things.  Bauer asked if they are using Go To Meeting.com online 
meeting sessions instead of traveling.  Clemens said yes, as much as possible, 
however Springfield hasn’t yet adopted this technology, and they set the every other 
month meetings.  She also reported that dues to her office have come out of other 
revenues instead of the county.  It is $1,300 / year to be part of the Illinois Regional 
Offices of Education.  Curriculum instruction dues come out of other grants.  Bauer 
said we need to watch dues in the county and noted in the private sector Bauer is 
paying personally for his own associations, noting the county may need to do this as 
well.  Horner asked what grants are coming in. Clemens reported there will be more 
money coming into the system from the federal level, they are difficult to 
administrate and actually get it.   


 







5.  Health Department 
 Monthly Report(s) 
 2009 Budget Status- Doreen O’Brien reported she will be able to come about $22,000 


under from a combination of fees, (vital records from funeral homes all online – don’t 
do this anymore so $8,000 gone.) She reported state grants are slow in coming in but 
that all are expected in 2009.  Expenses will be $40,000 under with about half coming 
to the General Fund.  She will be 10% under budgeted in general fund this year 
noting the vehicles the Health Dept bought have been a life saver on mileage 
expenses.  There are 3 employees designated to use them, and when not in use, 
employees sign them out and saves immense amount of money.  Bowers said rent for 
Rochelle will go back down in 2011.   


 2010 Projected Budget- O’Brien noted there is full funding set for the LHPG grant, 
which is great and surprising news.  Regarding the TB levy, O’Brien talked with the 
States Attorney’s office to see if there is an opportunity to increase this amount, 
which hasn’t been changed since 1989.  He believes there may be opportunity to do 
this by looking at whether we choose to abide by the actual expense or the tax rate.    
FY2010 budget shows grants.  We don’t know what bioterrorism or tobacco grants 
will be, but the others are set.  She reported that fees are hard to know for sure, but 
these estimates are based on where we are this year, and we’re fairly on track.  Well 
and septic has been off because of the downturn in new homes.  Expenses:  salaries 
are set at 3% by union contract, which is $21,000.  Insurance going down because the 
County is absorbing the increase.  In order to decrease the amount requested of the 
County through the general fund, O’Brien is asking the Board to take back on IMRF 
and FICA because we are the only dept not receiving levies for this and paying our 
own.  Our costs are increasing, and we can levy for this.  Cost of vaccines and 
medical supplies are up, and are covered under fees for revenues.  Contractual 
services, phones, rent, repairs, down 6%.  Equip is at bare bones $1,000.  Didn’t get 
any new equipment or new furniture.  Total request = $132,000.  From general fund, 
it’s a 66% decrease from last year.  Looking at the summary of what was done for 
funding in the past, in 1999, the County board provided 40% of all expenses.  Last 
year, county covered 18% of our expenses (none of benefits or insurance.)  O’Brien is 
not asking for health insurance benefits, but for IMRF, FICA, workers comp.  
McKinley thanked Doreen for evaluating the expenses and revenues the way she does 
because the reporting format is very easy to understand.  Janes asked if Swine flu hits, 
how will this impact us?  Doreen says this is a federal issue – there will likely be 
extra funding for this.  We have a list of people who qualify for the vaccine – 2 shots.  
Different than regular flu.  H1 N1 = little ones and pregnant ones, kids to 18 with 
health concerns, then to care givers of the little ones.  Maybe .60 per resident.  Don’t 
know if that’s likely or not.    


 
6. Solid Waste Department –  


 Bills for Approval- Rypkema reported that the receipts show we received two host fee 
payments from Rochele and one from Violia. Bowers motioned to approve the bills in 
the amount of $87,678.79 including the transfer of funds to the County’s Long Range 
Planning fund.  2nd by Kilker.  Motion carried.     


 Host Fees – Status 
Champley and Rypkema ask if they can pay bills for the treasurer more efficiently 
instead of printing them. They thought New World was supposed to allow 
departments to review on line, but it hasn’t been implemented that way yet.  Right 
now, the New World system keeps them, departments have them in Excel, and also in 
Quick Books, and then we print them all.  Champley asks why he can’t pay the 
utilities and regular payments in vacation instead of going to the committee.  The 







expense are approved, and the department head reviews and approves- why go to the 
committee? McKinley noted her desire to help streamline this after budget planning is 
completed.  Bauer suggested having the HEW committee pilot this efficiency.  In the 
short term, these departments will email the bills one day prior to the meeting and 
bring only one copy of the bills for committee review.  Rypkema then noted host fees 
are down from last two years.  Barnes asks if there will be any impact of the landfill 
getting fill from Chicago?  Rypkema says many landfills accept competitive bids to 
solicit more fill, even if at a lower rate.  This allows more fill in, for higher revenues.  
Winnebego did this and even by bringing more fill in at a lower rate, it added $700k 
to the county receipts.  Steve hasn’t heard if the contract was executed.  We don’t 
know the price that was negotiated.  Violia was probably trying to bid to get that fill.  
Second host fee report showing what was received from Rochelle.  Steve still looking 
to meet with the states Attorney regarding outstanding billing issues.  Bauer asked if 
there have been any recent complaints from land fills on how things are going.  
Rypkema indicted no.     


 Grant Applications & Updates – Rypkema reported he received one grant application 
from the Byron Forest Preserve District, for educational materials on recycling and 
reusable bags they will be giving out.  Scores were 33 and 36, which is low due to 
waste stream diversion being low.  Future continuity was low because it’s mostly 
distribute dto the kids at the camp and then they are gone.  Before this grant, we had 
$7565 committed and had budgeted $10,000.  Rykema suggests we go along with this 
because they’ve been a good partner to us.  They house our container, they pick up 
the litter, they have been doing some of the same work we do for kids.  Asking for 
$1,512.    Motion to approve the $1,512 grant request for Byron forest Preserve 
District.  Janes 2nd.  Motion carried.   


 Bid Opening – Rypkema reported he received two bids to purchase a Toyota Tacoma 
truck; on from Ken Nelson and one from Brian Bemis in Sycamore.  To make the 
bids same, Rypkema requested more information from Ken Nelson, which assumed 
our trade in would qualify for “cash for clunkers” with $3,500 payback. Both have 
$1500 rebates.  Bemis bid is $23,976.48.  Nelson is $23,114.  Toyota Tacoma was 
selected because it was one of two vehicles that qualified for the cash for clunkers, 
has better safety ratings, repair history.  Last vehicle we bought was in 1998 and has 
106,000 miles, rusting through, needs tires, coolant leaking, gas gauge doesn’t work. 
Bowers motion to approve the $23,114 Nelson bid for new Tacoma.  2nd by Horner.  
Discussion noting the county is exempt from sales tax on this.  Tacoma is built in US 
(California.) Kilker wants to support the US.  Motion carried.   


 2009 Budget Status- overall through July at 55%, and continue cutting anything that 
can be.  Estimating finishing about 94% of budgeted or $19,980 under budget.  IEPA 
collection events have been canceled this year b/c of their budget problems.  We’ll 
have the October electronic recycling event.  Will go over on rent and pick up costs 
of the recycling containers.  Increasing use of our drop off stations, and we pay for 
that to be hauled to the recycling facility.   Revenues expecting as budgeted, although 
we still haven’t heard from the state on the enforcement grant regarding timing of 
distribution between this year and next year.   


 2010 Projected Budget – Salaries for staff noted as 2% with $0 requested for 
Rypkema.  One salary increase last year actually shows in 2009 as does the current, 
proposed increase.  Rypkema has taken out workers comp calculation out because 
there isn’t any way to allocate back to each individual and he has never had to pay it.  
This brings a 8.6% reduction total.  He also noted he has added a legal and technical 
services line item to prepare for the litigation services we may need if we have to hire 
outside help to represent us. McKinley reminded the committee that these revenues 
and expenses do not flow through the general budget, and she appreciates Steve’s 







efforts to go through the same cost cutting measures as all general fund departments.   
Rypkema also noted he added a line item to show pass through to the Rochelle and 
Creston payments.  Income is expected to drop in 09 then increase in 2010.  


 
7. Animal Control –  


 Bills for Approval- motion by Horner to approve bills in the amount of $10,764.02.   
2nd by Bowers.  Motion carried.  Motion to approve Pet Population fund bills in the 
amount of $3,727.45 by Bowers.  2nd by Horner.  Motion carried.  Dr. Champley 
noted that expenses are exceeding revenues and he will continue to watch and cut as 
necessary to stay in budget.   


 2009 Budget Status- revenues are on track.  64% for the total budget so far. No place 
to really cut the budget and he plans to stay on budget.  He would like to purchase a 
new computer at the end of the year, because we’re operating on Windows 98.       


 2010 Projected Budget- He inserted a 2 % increase in salaries.  The budget is up 
$5,000 to allow purchase of microchips.  Now because of discount in rabies tag offer, 
we’re seeing lots more microchipping, and we’re making money on these too.  
Expense is offset by more revenue.   


 
8. New Business – none 


 
9. Old Business –  


 Senior Tax Levy Requests & HEW Funding for FY2010 – 708 has requested to come 
first at 8:00 am.  Bauer will work with McKinley to set and communicate the 
remaining schedule for the August 28 hearings.  McKinley and Bowers to coordinate 
coffee and donuts.     


 
10. Interview & Recommendation – Board of Health –Lori A. Kmiecik- Motion by Bowers 


to approve this recommendation.  2nd by Horner.  None in favor; all opposed.  Motion 
defeated.   


 
11. Adjournment – by Chairman Bauer at approximately 5:30 p.m. 


 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


Jason Bauer – Chairman 
 


Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 








Judiciary & Circuit Clerk & Juvenile & Probation Committee Meeting  
Tentative Minutes 


Tuesday, August 11, 2009 3:00 p.m. 
 
 
 


1. Call to Order – by Vice Chairman Stahl at 3:01.  Members present:  Stahl, Colbert, 
Kenney, DeArvil.  Members absent: Nye, Gouker.  Also present: Jason Bauer, Greg 
Martin, Mike Dale, Marty Typer, Meggon McKinley, Don Conn.   


 
2. Approval of Minutes: Tricia Morrow requested an amendment to the July 14, 2009 


minutes to remove reference to CASA financially treading water and replace with 
treading water to keep pace with the work load.  Motion to accept amendment to minutes 
by Kenney.  2nd by DeArvil.  Motion carried.  Morrow also requested an amendment to 
the July 14, 2009 minutes to remove reference to Judge Pemberton covering the entire 
CASA fee this year and replace with Judge Pemberton is communicating with the 
appropriate department heads regarding their funding for CASA.  Motion to accept the 
second amendment to minutes by DeArvil.  2nd by Kenney.  Motion carried.  Motion to 
approve minutes as amended by Kenney.  Dearvil 2nd.  Motion carried.   


 
3. Public Comment - none 


 
4. Consideration of Monthly Invoices: 


 Focus House – Colbert motioned to approve the bills in the amount of $852.87.  2nd 
by DeArvil.  Motion carried 


 Probation – none.   
 Circuit Clerk – DeArvil motioned to approve the bills in the amount of $4,198.66.  2nd  


by Kenney.  Motion carried.   
 Judiciary – Kenney motioned to approve the bills in the amount of $2,160.59.  2nd by 


Colbert.  Motion carried.   
 


5. Department Reports: 
 Probation & Focus House– Greg Martin reported that the census is lower than 


average for both programs and they are working hard to fill spots through other 
counties.  Detention fees will be at the expected $22,643.86 from the juvenile murder 
case detention fees previously approved by the Finance Committee.  Martin reported 
that any extra detention fees as normal for the rest of 2009 will be covered out of the 
Discretionary Fund.  He also reported a new law will go into effect January 1 stating 
a child must be 18 to be tried as an adult, not 17.  Any child under 18 arrested for a 
misdemeanor will be prosecuted as a child.  Martin reported they don’t detain many 
kids for misdemeanors, so this shouldn’t impact us too much.  If they change the age 
to apply to felonies next year, this would impact us.   


 Circuit Clerk – Marty Typer reported that the second half of the Self Help grant 
funding should be coming soon as it has been released by Springfield.  He also noted 
that Drug Court is in force and they are moving to collect the fees.  He also noted that 







they have been having trouble with the state using the wrong citation form, and are 
working to correct that problem.     


 
6. New Business –  


 2009 Budget Status 
o Probation- Greg Martin reported because his budget is so constrained, he is 


not able to give back 3% because there is nothing to give.  Focus House has 
already laid off staff to adjust to dramatically lower revenues this year, and 
both departments are cutting costs where ever possible.   


o Circuit Clerk- Marty Typer remains $28,000 over budget in salaries due to the 
union contract signed after the 2009 budget went into effect.  This item 
remains under review with the County Board as to possible resolution.  Typer 
has talked with McKinley multiple times requesting that the board fund at 
least half of this overage to allow him to continue functioning as necessary 
given no other source of funding is allowed by statute to cover the salary 
overages.      


 2010 Proposed Budget 
o Probation – Martin submitted his 2010 budget, noting reductions are mainly 


around salaries.  One position will be open in December and he will not be 
filling the spot.  They are working to move people into different roles between 
Focus House and Probation to help reduce the budget and do more with less. 
Martin noted he has initiated a request to the union to allow him to deviate 
from the union comp schedule, which the budget will not support this year.  
Instead, he has offered one time bonus payments based on longevity, to be 
funded out of his discretionary funds and not the general fund.  This will keep 
Probation general fund salary line item to a 0% increase.  The one time 
payments will not be added to the base salary, but they do get credit to IMRF.  
All non-union people work for Mike at Focus House and the current budget 
doesn’t include any raises there either as they are waiting to see what salary 
instructions the county provides in the coming month.  Kenney noted the goal 
is to preserve jobs and benefits but acknowledged raises may or may not come 
in this difficult revenue cycle.  Martin recommended increasing the detention 
fee budget by $15,000 for 2010 because the fees have consistently been over 
budget.  He also noted detention fees are not a function of Probation, rather a 
function of the County.  However, Probation oversees who is in it, and 
McKinley recommends Martin be allowed to keep this line item without being 
penalized for the percentage increase so he can keep ownership of this process 
and help manage the decision of where they go to keep the costs down.  For 
instance, kids are often placed in detention only because of the court has 
issued a warrant for their arrest to ensure they are picked up safely.  But then 
they must go to detention, which is much more expensive. Martin indicates 
they can refer the child to Focus House in lieu of detention if the child is not a 
risk to the community or a flight risk.  Judge Kaufmann believes this is good 
and they are trying to do more of this.  Martin believes he can get through this 
year (2009) without asking the County for more money based on use of 
discretionary fees from the Dependent Children’s Fund (an account set up by 







statute and not touched by the county- only to be used for those activities 
related to dependent children of that county and under the oversight of the 
presiding judge) and Probation Fees (anyone on probation pays probation 
fees- this was set up to provide more services to the people, like counseling, 
and not to pay overhead. The statute has changed and Probation can use it for 
any overhead expense except for salaries now.  This account is currently being 
used to cover office supplies and other overhead not covered by the County.)  
He notes that 2010 is going to be difficult if revenues do not pick back up.   


o Focus House- Mike Dale reported we have contracts with 10 other counties 
for them to place kids with us and that revenues we get from them go into the 
Dependent Children’s Fund, along with fees from our own county’s kids.  
Dale reported that these funding streams have seen a major drop off.  In 2008, 
revenues here were $545,000.  This year, we’re at $134,000 through July, 
which is considerably off.  Out of county kids are not being sent to us as cost 
savings for their counties.  Martin says we can’t run this fund out of money 
and surprise the county by saying there is a problem and so he used this 
opportunity to escalate what they are doing to continue moving forward.  He 
noted Focus House will be okay in 2009, but 2010 is going to be tough if the   
revenue stream doesn’t come back up.  Martin outlined 3 solutions, based on 
severity of continued revenue drops:   
i. Restructuring in Focus House- so as population is down, close one or two 


houses here or there to adjust with the low numbers.  However, it’s best to 
have multiple houses to separate various populations (boys, girls, sexual 
offenders, etc.) But Martin acknowledges we may not be able to keep all 
houses open in 2010. 


ii. Continue cutting expenses back.  Already, they have laid off a part time 
person, and recently another full time person.  Another supervisor may be 
leaving and they won’t fill it right away.  They are examining every other 
line item, like food costs, training costs, etc.  Martin reported that by 
statute, Probation Officers must have 20 hours of continuing education per 
year, but can we do more locally?  Online?  Yet these cost cutting 
measures won’t be enough if the revenues don’t come back.   


iii. Temporarily close Focus House (90 days?  More?)  But this not a good 
solution because the savings can be deceiving.  Ogle County would still 
have to pay for placement of the youth by whatever judgment comes from 
the court – without respect to county finances.  The sex offender home at 
Focus House has been a good place for these kids and a tremendous 
savings to the County since few other places want to take them. They 
charge very high fees for these and other detention services (up to $386 / 
day vs. Focus House $110 per day).  Our Focus House provides huge 
savings to the County, which would be lost if there were no Focus House 
for placement.  Other impact of closing Focus House as identified on the 
Focus House Fiscal Report include: 


1. Ogle County taking over responsibility for the $185,670.92 Oregon 
Community Bank note 







2. Reassignment or lay off of 32 full time or part time staff moving 
senior Focus House officers to Probation. 


3. Closing of the school program which allows the Focus House 
residents to continue their education and helps them succeed where 
the public schools can’t.    


4. Loss of $889,769.53 school revenues to support the school 
program (and spreading responsibility for these kids back into our 
county’s schools) 


5. Ogle County taking over responsibility for maintaining all 
properties including utility payments. 


6. Disbanding of the Focus House foundation. 
7. Closing of Ogle County Reporting Center which helps at risk kids 


do well at school instead of getting into more trouble 
Kenney asked what other counties are doing with their kids?  Mike 
Dale reports that they struggle, and often don’t place them in the care 
they need.  He reported other counties are very jealous of us for having 
Focus House because they just have the kids sit in detention facilities, 
or send them to department of corrections.  These communities just try 
to monitor them as much as they can and release them back into the 
community, which is not an effective solution for the kids or the 
community.  McKinley noted she is not in favor of closing Focus 
House for any length time because the work they are doing, along with 
the Juvenile Justice System, is providing a comprehensive process to 
intervene with services and programs that support the kids and their 
families in a way that keeps them out of the adult corrections system 
through intervention strategies available no where else.  She noted she 
recently learned studies have proven that putting youth into juvenile or 
adult correction centers actually entices children into more trouble 
than if they hadn’t been exposed to the corrections system, which we 
are able to achieve through Focus House.  Ogle County’s leadership 
and success rates at mitigating the risk of these kids before they 
become adult problems is gaining national attention and is not 
something that should be halted without complete understanding of the 
impact.  Martin also noted he has asked Meggon to help with 
Marketing programs in the future that could help Focus House move 
beyond word of mouth and reach out to counties that haven’t used us 
before.   


o Circuit Clerk- Typer asked McKinley to recap the 2010 budget projections he 
submitted to the committee via interoffice mail.  McKinley noted Typer has 
kept his salary projections at the rates required by the union contract, which 
includes roughly $22,000 in increases.  He has identified an additional $8,200 
in savings and raised postage by $3,500 to accommodate all office needs at 
the Judicial Center at higher postal rates.  The net increase request is roughly 
$17,300.   


 
7. Old Business – none 







 
      8.  Adjournment – Motion to adjourn at 3:59 by DeArvil at 3:59.  Colbert 2nd.   


    
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


Kim Stahl – Vice Chairman 
 


Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 
 
 
 








Ogle County 
Long Range Planning – Courthouse Renovation Committee 


Special Meeting – Tentative Minutes 
July 21, 2009 


 
1.  Call to order by Kim Stahl at approximately 3:10 pm.  Members present: Stahl, Rice, Gronewold, 


Messer.  Members absent: Nye.  Gouker joined at 3:18, Hopkins joined at 4:10.  Also present: Fred 
Horner, Don Huntley, Ron Colson, Skip Kenney, Pat Saunders, Bobbie Colbert, Jim Barnes, Bob 
DeArvil, Lynne Kilker, Paul White, R. Huntley, Sheriff Beitel, Meggon McKinley, Tom Lassin of 
Holabird & Root, Jim Dobyns and Mike Brown of Ringland-Johnson.   


 
2. Courthouse Renovation Project – Review & Possible Action:   


 
a. Bid Alternates:  Tom Lassin of Holabird & Root walked the audience through drawings 


and descriptions of each proposed alternate summarized as follows: 
i. Alternate #1: Rework asphalt parking lot at jail.  Add site work as indicated on 


the drawings.  Work includes removal of existing parking areas, drives, sidewalk 
ramps, trash enclosure, site lighting, landscaping.  Cost $142,000.  Questions and 
discussion followed regarding the best way to accomplish the objectives of this 
alternate.       


ii. Alternate #2: Remove and replace 4th street curved sidewalk around cannons.  
Add replacement of existing curved entry sidewalk at the east side of building as 
indicated on the drawings.  Cost $12,625.   


iii. Alternate #3: Add snow melt system and canopy at new handicap ramp.  Add 
snow melting system beneath new exterior ramp and stair as indicated on the 
drawings.  Add exterior canopy including foundations, structural framing, 
skylight, drainage, and flashing and lighting as indicated on the drawings.  Cost 
$91,400. Discussion followed focusing on the need to ensure handicap access is 
safe and comfortable, which will be accomplished in this alternate.  Other 
discussion focused on the need to have all sidewalks moved out four feet from 
the courthouse to protect against falling snow from the roof.  Holabird & Root 
indicated this could be accomplished by modifying the current base drawings.  
RJC indicated they thought the increase in cost would be minimal, if any, likely 
just for additional materials.   


iv. Alternate #4: Omitted by Contract Addendum 
v. Alternate #5: Add standby generator (small), automatic transfer switch and 


critical power panel board as indicated on drawings.  Cost $31,000.  Discussion 
followed clarifying the fact that the generator included in the drawings is very 
small (100 amp) and would only power the servers and PCs in the building for an 
extended period of time if there were a loss of power beyond the 1-hour battery 
back up units currently in place.  It is not big enough to power the elevators, heat, 
etc.  For this type of full scale back up, a much bigger generator would need to be 
installed, and would be much more expensive.  General agreement was that we 
should modify the existing drawings to allow for the wiring to be completed now 







so that we could rent and hook up a very large generator if needed in an 
emergency only.  Holabird & Root agreed this modification could be made.  


 
b. Historic Renovation Projects:  Discussion followed regarding various ideas about how we 


could improve the looks and functionality of the courthouse lawn by properly preserving 
and possibly moving some of the existing murals during this renovation project.  Marcia 
Heuer noted there will be a Gazebo placed on the north east lawn of the courthouse, per a 
Federal grant we received a few years ago in cooperation with the City of Oregon for 
placing such gazebos on sites along the historic Lincoln Highway.  Discussion followed 
regarding whether or not that will be the best location given other ideas for improving the 
courthouse lawn.  Meggon McKinley agreed to find out if it is possible to change the 
gazebo placement, and work with Becky Huntley, other interested LRP Committee 
members, and Holabird & Root to ensure a comprehensive plan and drawings for any 
such changes.    


 
c. Vote on the Alternates: At this point, the committee moved the meeting from the 


Courthouse location to the Farm Bureau Building to vote on whether or not to pursue 
each alternate.  Regarding Alternate #1, Rice motioned to accept alternate #1, Hopkins 
2nd, motion carried.  Regarding Alternate #2, Hopkins motioned to approve alternate #2, 
Messer 2nd, motion carried.  Regarding Alternate #3, Messer motioned to approve 
alternate #3, Hopkins 2nd, motion carried.  Regarding Alternate #5, Rice motioned to 
eliminate alternate #5, Hopkins 2nd, motion carried.     


 
3. New Business – None 


 
4. Public Comment – None 


 
5. Next Meeting Date – August 4, 9:00 a.m., Sheriff’s Training Room – Note:  new regular meeting times 


first Tuesday of the month 9:00 a.m. to coincide with the architect visits and contractor meetings.   
 


6. Adjournment – Stahl adjourned the meeting at approximately 4:30 p.m.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 








Ogle County 
Long Range Planning – Courthouse Renovation Committee Meeting 


Tentative Minutes 
August 4, 2009 9:00 a.m. 


 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Stahl at 9:05.  Members present: Stahl, Messer, 
Hopkins, Gronewold.  Members absent: Rice, Nye, Gouker.  Also present: Jim 
Barnes, Bob DeArvil, Lynne Kilker, Sheriff Beitel, Becky Huntley, John 
Coffman, Meggon McKinley, Larry Callant, Cheryl Hopkins, Vindi Wells.  


 
2.  Approval of Minutes: Motion to approve July 14, 2009 minutes by Gronewold.  


2nd by Messer.  Motion carried.  Motion to approve July 21, 2009 minutes by 
Hopkins.  2nd by Messer.  Motion carried.   


 
3. Courthouse Renovation Project- Update & Possible Action: 


a. Holabird & Root Fees- Meggon McKinley updated the group on the recent 
meeting with Holabird & Root held with Ed Rice, Dennis Williams, Ben 
Roe, Meggon McKinley, and Dennis Vovos to review the additional 
$31,000 fees and discuss frustrations surrounding the EVS lawsuit.  
Specifically, a Holabird & Root letter dated July 7 outlined the fees 
incurred above the project scope due to the 14 month project delay, which 
Dennis Vovos explained in detail, and the group discussed at length.  
Holabird & Root held firm to the legitimacy of these fees and noted that if 
the County disagrees with any of the requested overages, it should put its 
response to Holabird & Root in writing outlining what we disagree with 
and why so he can present it to senior management at Holabird & Root.  
Meggon agreed to provide that written response.  The EVS lawsuit was 
also discussed.  Holabird & Root held firm to the position that they acted 
properly by recommending the lowest responsible bidder as required by 
state statute because the Ogle County Courthouse was not bid as an 
historic renovation project.  No further compromise was reached.  As 
follow up to Meggon’s update, some Board members expressed their 
opinion that Holabird & Root should bear responsibility for the lawsuit.  
Discussion followed.  Lyle Hopkins brought the conversation to a close by 
reminding the group that the County did cause the majority of the project 
delays due to putting the 2 story courthouse remodeling on the ballot and 
waiting for public input.  He noted that while Holabird & Root didn’t do 
everything perfectly, neither did the County.  He asked how we could 
possibly hold Holabird & Root accountable for the $50,000 law suit when 
we are the ones that went against their recommendation to hire EVS.  Lyle 
advised the group to keep this project moving forward to ensure we don’t 
end up paying any more money through unnecessary law suits.   


b. Furniture Project – The committee discussed Dennis Williams’ suggestion 
of looking for other ways to save $50,000 on this project to make up for 
the law suit loss.  His suggestion was managing our own furniture 







purchases instead of having Holabird & Root do it.  The committee 
discussed the fact that the furniture contractor and department heads 
managed the process for Judicial Center, and it was a frustrating process 
because furniture placement didn’t line up with electrical wiring access.  
The total possible savings doing it without Holabird & Root looks to be 
about $28k, but it was noted that we may have already paid money to 
them to work with all the department heads and create the furniture 
specifications.  The group was also unsure of who would actually serve as 
the point person for collecting the furniture bids and managing the vendor 
for furniture placement.  It was suggested that each department head could 
do this individually if they had access to the drawings.  McKinley noted 
she could get department head feedback regarding their thoughts on this 
possibility. Gronewold noted that Andrea of Holabird & Root does a very 
thorough job and that it is critical to ensure a dedicated person is available 
to manage the process effectively.  He wondered if it is really worth 
$28,000 to risk problems. Becky Huntley noted her specs include specific 
millwork requirements to ensure the cabinets are installed correctly and 
doors open the right way.  She commented that Andrea did a very good 
job ensuring this was specified correctly, especially in vital records and 
that she trusts Andrea with this project.  In the end, the group agreed since 
the contract includes the furniture purchase, it should be left alone.  Bob 
DeArvil suggested negotiating the fee and confirming for sure how much 
of the furniture budget has already been spent.       


c. Additional Scope Items: 
i. Historic stenciling paint specials – McKinley noted that our paint 


specialist will be preparing a proposal and timeline for moving 
forward with the stenciling mock up and mural plans.  He is 
currently out of town, but expects to have that by the end of 
August.   


ii. Third floor mural – The paint specialist will include next steps for 
the third floor mural in his plans as well, recommending firms for 
us to consider for properly displaying historic information and 
artifacts through technology.   


iii. Cannon restoration – McKinley reported she is working with the 
Eagle Scouts for next steps on the cannon restoration project, 
ensuring a lead paint assessment is completed first.   


iv. Other possible external historic monument cleaning, refurbishing, 
relocating – Meggon McKinley, Kim Stahl, and Becky Huntley 
will meet this week to walk the grounds and provide a detailed 
description of recommended grounds and mural improvement 
should be made.  They will ask Holabird & Root to assist with any 
resulting plans for consideration.  McKinley also noted that she is 
working with Curtis Cook to understand whether or not the gazebo 
planned for the northeast side of the courthouse lawn could 
possibly be moved.   







d. Bills to approve:  Hopkins motions to approve bills in the amount of 
$6,300.  2nd by Gronewold. Motion carried.   


 
4.  New Business –  


a. Sheriff Beitel noted that Ringland Johnson has been extremely professional, 
has a high level of character and we have a very good relationship with them.  
Last Friday, they removed the old boiler and under it was a piece of fiberglass 
pad that was found to have asbestos.  No one could have known it was there 
when removing asbestos around the boiler because it was 24 square inches, 
directly under the boiler, submerged in water.  Sheriff received a quote of 
$2,280 to remove it as soon as possible in order to continue the work in the 
building.  Messer motioned to pay the $2,280 out of the Long Range fund.  
Hopkins 2nd.  Motion carried.                  


b. Kim Stahl noted that a group toured the jail and Paul White wanted to know if 
because of all the water problems from the tunnel if we really need the tunnel.  
Messer noted it cannot be closed because it is a necessary fire exit out of the 
building.  He noted there are many other causes of the water problems such as 
the roof, holes in the building for cabling, etc.  McKinley asked if there is 
anything happening at the courthouse to cause water problems that could be 
fixed during courthouse renovation.  The only suggestion noted was to ensure 
water runs away from the building, and not down the sides of the building.  
The Sheriff noted that the National Institute of Corrections will be coming to 
Ogle County August 25-27 to interview county board members, judges, and 
people in the community regarding the jail facility and services.  Ruth will 
contact county board members to set up the interviews.  
 


5. Public Comment – none 
 


6. Next Meeting Date – Tuesday September 1, 9:00 am.   
 


5. Adjournment- Chairman Stahl adjourned the meeting at 10:10 am.   
 
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
Meggon McKinley 
Ogle County Administrator 








Personnel & Salary – County Clerk & Recorder 
Committee Meeting  
Tentative Agenda 


Wednesday, August 12, 2009 10:00 a.m. 
 
 


1. Call to Order  at10:01 by chairman Kenney.  Members present Kenney, Heuer, 
Bowers, Boes, Colbert, Saunders.  Members absent:  Gouker. Also present: Ed 
Rice, Bob DeArvil, Becky Huntley, John Coffman, Meggon McKinley, Steve 
Rypkema, Don Conn.  Chairman Kenney started the meeting by reminding 
everyone to please hold side bar comments to a minimum and to give full 
attention to the person who has the floor.  


 
2. Approval of Minutes: Motion to approve the July 15, 2009 meeting minutes by 


Bowers.  2nd by Colbert. Motion carried.   
 


3. Approval of Bills – Motion to approve bills in the amount of $1,672.63 by 
Colbert. 2nd by  Bowers.  Motion carried.   


 
4. 2009 & 2010 Budget Update -  


a. McKinley provided a 2009 and 2010 budget presentation noting progress to 
date against the reductions sought from the Finance Committee last month.  
She asked the committee to think specifically about the policies they would or 
would not recommend for consideration to solve the budget problem because 
we have still not reached our reduction targets.  Highlights of the report, 
which will be covered at the Finance Committee meeting and the full County 
Board meeting August 18 included the following: 


o 2009 Expense Budget = $13,443,119 
o 2009 3% reduction target = ($403,294) 
o 2010 7% reduction target – ($941,018) 
o Total General fund Reduction Goals for 2009 & 2010 = ($1,344,312) 
o Current 2009 reduction progress to date = ($309,737), which means 


we’re still $93,557 short of the goal  
o 2009 Expected overage in line items by Circuit Clerk union contract 


salaries, detention fees previously discussed & approved, and 
insurance = $70,000. 


o 2009 net reduction goal short fall = $163,557 
o Current 2010 reduction targets is ($941,018) 
o Department Heads have identified ($300,000) savings to date, which is 


still $641,018 short of the 2010 goal.   
o McKinley then reported on current revenue scenarios are that we could 


be down $700,000 in 2009 and $1,100,000 more in 2010.  Worst case 
scenarios that Coffman has been working on are that we could be 
down $1,000,000 in 2009 and another $1,700,000 more for 2010.  
2011 is expected to remain a difficult year, and we could see revenues 
at the 2010 level, or decline even more.   







o McKinley’s presentation then posed the following budget questions: 
i. Is this a short term financial crisis? 


ii. Is this the new norm? 
iii. Which revenues may likely never return? 
iv.  What other sources of revenue must we pursue? 
v. What level of service are we willing to forgo to balance the 


budget? 
vi. Could wage freezes help us avoid layoffs?  How would future 


budge spikes impact us? 
vii. How would inequitable wage solutions impact our employees? 


viii. Could furlough days help us avoid layoffs? 
ix. What would early retirement save? 
x. If we deplete funds in a short term crunch, what are the cash 


flow implications? 
xi. How can the wage study help us avoid spiraling wages costs in 


the future?   
o She concluded the presentation stating next steps are for the Finance 


Committee to set specific revenue & expense targets by analyzing the 
implications of all possible scenarios.  She recommends a special 
Finance Committee to continue working through the scenarios for 
progress after today.   


b. Committee Discussion – Chairman Kenney noted that the County is the 
business of selling services, and this is a very difficult decision time with no 
easy answers.  While the department heads have been doing what they can to 
help the situation, it’s time we look at additional cost containment options.  
Kenney distributed a list of cost containment options that must be under 
consideration, including: 


o Hiring freezes across the board in all departments   
o Early retirement options for employees 
o Voluntary lay off option for interested employees 
o Opening of labor contracts for concessions 
o Furloughs for employees in all departments 
o Layoffs across the board in all departments 
o Overtime elimination (except in emergency basis) 
o Salary and wage freeze across the board in all departments 
o 3-4 day work week rotation for employees  


Kenney recommended taking these recommendations for consideration to the 
Finance Committee and/or Executive committee, and welcomed input.  Ed 
Rice noted there should be another option on this list including appointing a 
committee to raise our levy and ask for the community to weigh in.  Pat 
Saunders says this would not likely be a successful solution.  Greg Martin said 
he doesn’t want to see that option taken off the table before it’s even discussed 
because he believes it’s critical to consider it to save jobs.  John Coffman 
noted that we can’t move through the referendum fast enough to help in 2010 
but possibly in 2011. Rice noted we must also remember that some of this 
revenue may never come back.  Larry Boes says next year economic 







projections are that there will be more foreclosures and that 50% of all home 
owners will owe more on their home than it is worth.  He wants to be careful 
we don’t drive people out of our county with increasing the levies.  Ed Rice 
noted we must be sure to consider all possibilities and if we put it on the 
ballot, then people can have a say in which services they want to continue and 
the issue can be put to bed with their vote.  Martin wants to know what the tax 
payers are willing to give up if we have to start laying people off.  McKinley 
reminded the group that the intent of the budget power point is to allow a full 
discussion of all pros and cons to all the possible solutions for the most 
informed decisions possible.  Nothing is set in stone yet, but all options should 
be on the table.  Saunders acknowledged that Probation and the Health 
Department have had layoffs and this is difficult.  Kenney says let’s get the 
options on the table, and also noted he doesn’t want to see anyone lose their 
job, but the economics are driving our options now.  Bowes commented that 
he offered some of these ideas before and no one was interested.  Becky 
Huntley noted she is looking into the potential savings of an IMRF early 
retirement option.  Dec 2009 our last pay off will be completed. Boes said 
Winnebego County wanted 87 to take the retirement option and only 30 did.  
Kenney asked Huntley and McKinley to run the analysis for the board.     


c. Potential estimates – McKinley noted that if all wages were frozen, it would 
account for about $203,000 in the Sheriff’s budgets, $25,000 in the Circuit 
Clerk’s budget, $50,000 across all non-union employees and department 
heads, and $21,000 in the Health Department, for a total of an additional 
$300,000.  Huntley asked what the unemployment costs would be for layoffs, 
and Coffman noted that analysis would need to be run too since we pay the 
claims and not a percentage.  Heuer asked when unemployment would be 
paid, and Coffman noted it would be the quarter unemployment kicks in.  
Colbert noted that in the Sheriff’s meeting we talked about holidays, which 
cost his budget $12k per day.  But the Supreme Court sets the calendar, the 
Chief Judge of the circuit then sets it for each circuit.  This is a difficult 
process to influence, but we should try.  Greg Martin says Mallon set it to 12 
this year and that it saves the most money in the departments that are open 24 
hours a day.  Judge Mallon did this based on conversations with Jim Mielke 
last year.  McKinley noted we have to look at our union contracts too, because 
some have limits of holidays.  Heuer wants to know if there have been 
concession movement for wage freezes.  Martin said he didn’t want to wait to 
the last minute, so he already let the unions know that the county is asking for 
0- based growth and asked for concessions.  They will be voting on this.  
Whoever on the management side manages the union contracts, must initiate 
the conversation.  Rice said we’re asking Nick Sakellariou for proper 
procedures on next steps on the Sheriff contract discussions. On the Health 
Department, the Board of Health and Ed Rice negotiate and would need to 
initiate discussions soon.  Saunders asked if people can use their vacation days 
for the furlough days and discussion followed noting we’ll have to clarify that.  
DeArvil noted that Martin is talking about closing one of the houses on Focus 
House property and wants to know if we can close another.  Martin says no 







because we can’t put sex offenders in the same buildings as the other kids.  
Colbert and Heuer and Coffman noted on a furlough, some still get benefits 
and some get furlough up to 5 days.  Some people will do this and even take a 
pay cut when they come back.  Boes asked if salary and wage freezes are 
included for all non-union.  Huntley noted elected officials can’t open their 
contracts for 4 years by statute, so it would be only appointed dept heads.  
This reduces some of the savings ideas on the table. Huntley agrees with 
Saunders that there are some that give up projects and scrape bottom and 
some don’t.  It’s important to know that all are giving up things.  Boes says 
cuts should be equal across the board, but not penalize across the board.  
Saunders says we can’t always make it equal, for example how can a $150k 
budget cut 10%?  DeArvil says he believes it is important to cut all equally. 
McKinley noted that the Power Power budget presentation was designed to 
see how far we could get with across the board reductions, but evaluate final 
options on a needs-basis because each department has different revenue 
streams, grants, state statutes, and operational needs that should be taken into 
consideration before making final decisions.     


d. Boes then motioned take Kenney’s list of potential options to balance the 
budget to the finance committee with the additional suggestion of a tax levy 
referendum.  2nd by Bowers.  Motion carried.     


 
5. Public comment – Greg Martin says he has an employee, single mother of 2, who 


may possibility have ovarian cancer.  The Health Dept allows their employees 
donate their sick time to another person to help them continue drawing a salary 
and wants to know if this is possible to do for the Probation employee.  Kenney 
asks if there is precedent for this in the county, and Coffman noted that this has 
taken place only in the Health Department through their union terms.  Martin says 
the Health Dept model is that anyone contributing has to keep at least 70 hours on 
the books for their own care, and the one receiving it has to have exhausted their 
personal time.  Martin noted this woman has exhausted her sick time and is into 
her vacation time.  Ed Rice noted he and John will look into this.  Some members 
of the committee agreed this could be a good idea.  McKinley then also shared a 
comment that she would like to hear discussions about inequitable wage solutions, 
for example, lawyers in our States Attorney office already take about $30,000 or 
more less than any private practice lawyer, and so it sets us up for a rotating 
employment situation there.  $0 increases to the attorneys would have a very 
negative impact on the States Attorney’s office, and Ben Roe has stated his 
appreciation for the Board’s continued support in allowing attorney salaries get to 
a level that has helped bring good people and more stability to the office. 
McKinley also noted her concern for holding back wages to the non-union 
employees who have typically gotten less than the union increases throughout the 
years, when the savings gained from holding their wages to $0 is so small 
compared to the union employees.      


 
6. New Business -   


a. Union Contract Negotiations – see above 







b. Risk Control Department Recommendations – McKinley noted that she 
will work with Ruth Shipman to see how we can incorporate the 
recommendations of the recent Risk audit for more widespread back 
ground checks and proof of drivers license for all new employees.   


 
 


7. Old Business  
a. Personnel Manual & Review Process – McKinley updated that she has pulled 


in some of  the Solid Waste Department’s documents, is working with the 
Sheriff on new IT use policies, and will need to incorporate new language 
regarding wage freezes, salary caps, and other things resulting from the 
current budget crises.  Kenney recommended we table the full review and 
discussion of this manual until after more of the budget work has been 
completed since it is the most pressing of issues.     


b. Wage Comparison Data – Heuer noted this EA study may give us the 
proverbial glass ceiling such that employees would be incented to take early 
retirement or voluntary layoffs if they reach a salary cap for their position.  
Heuer also believes we should cap salaries within the levels, not just the top 
level, yet she noted this will be a significant task for the department heads to 
manage.  Based on the number of employees and who is at caps within the 
levels, the department would only get so much money, and they’d have to 
move that employee to another level to get a raise.  This model is designed to  
improve productivity and accountability.  Steve Rypkema asked if in this 
model the market data would be provided annually.  Heuer noted that yes, 
annual market data is the key to successful implementation and ongoing 
management.  EA would provide this service to us.  Ed Rice asked who this 
impacts and Heuer responded that it is currently just the non-union employees, 
although we want to do this across the board.  Rice noted this will take 
lengthy union negotiations.  McKinley noted support of this approach as a 
possible solution to help the spiraling wage costs from driving expenses to 
high in the future.  Heuer noted we are looking at a $57,417 cap on non-union, 
non-exempt employees, and that we need to confirm with Nick Sakallariou 
how to analyze union impact with this approach.   


c. Other comments – Kenney asked for further comments before adjournment, 
and Boes noted that in previous years, he recalls an employee needing dental 
but was confused because she didn’t know she could have dental coverage 
without taking the health coverage. He wanted to know if this issue was 
clarified, and if we have a better communication approach now to help 
employees understand these issues when they are hired.  Rice and Coffman 
noted the specific issue Boes identified was clarified, and Rice noted how 
important it is for the department heads to be sure to understand the benefit 
package and sit with their people when they are hired to answer questions.  He 
noted that if department heads have questions, they should ask Coffman or 
Rice of McKinley to help answer their questions.  McKinley noted she is 
working with John and Query insurance to create a more helpful Q&A type 
document for inclusion in the new employee packet, as well as the web site.  







Rypkema noted we want to be sure to update the new employee check list 
with a sentence clarifying that if you opt out of health you can still get dental.  
Kenney said we’ll get back on the Personnel Policy soon, but these budget 
issues are most pressing.     


 
8. Adjournment – 11:45 by Kenney.   
 
 


John “Skip” Kenney – Chairman 
 
 
 


Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 
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REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT
JULY 23, 2009


The regular monthly meeting of the Ogle County Regional Planning Commission was held on
Thursday, July 23, 2009 at the Ogle County Highway Department, 1989 S. IL Rte. 2, Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business is as follows:


1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM.


Chairman Funk called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. Roll call indicated all seven
members of the Regional Planning Commission were present: Chairman Lloyd Funk,
Randy Ocken, David Poole, Paul White, Don Conn, Ron Colson and Wayne Reising. 


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF JUNE 18, 2009 AS MINUTES.


Chairman Funk asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the June 18, 2009
meeting of the Ogle County Regional Planning Commission.  Hearing none, Chairman
Funk declared the minutes approved as read.


3. UNFINISHED BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


Mr. Reibel stated the on-line Planning Preference Survey utilizing Survey Monkey is
close to being completed.  Currently it is on the website on the Planning & Zoning page
but I am working with Dynamic Horizons on getting the link on main Ogle County page
so people can find it easier.  I hope to have this done tomorrow and then send out press
releases.  Six surveys have been taken already with nothing being published yet.


4. NEW BUSINESS


A. DECISIONS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#4-09 AMENDMENT -- Peter & Tammy Santi, 6 Dorchester Ct., Algonquin, IL
for an Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from  R-2 Single-Family
Residence District to IA Intermediate Agricultural District on property described
as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 Section 4 and part of the W1/2 of the NE1/4
Section 9 Taylor Township 22N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL,
23.40 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 22-04-451-005 and 22-09-204-008  
Common Location: 700 Block of Cottonwood Ct.


Mr. Reibel read the Staff Report.  LESA score of 179.6 indicates a low rating for
protection.  IDNR identified protected resources in this proposed area.  They
completed an evaluation and concluded that adverse effects are unlikely and 
terminated their investigation.


Mr. Ocken asked regarding the zoning history, what does it mean by the County
Board vacating the subdivision plat?  Mr. Reibel answered that when a plat is
vacated, the lots roads, etc. disappear from the County cadastral records.
The Santi’s were not present.  Mr. Reibel stated they want to construct a horse
barn now and a house sometime in the future.  Mr. Colson stated they want a
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country estate which is what the IA category is.  Mr. White stated no farmland is
being effected.  


Mr. Conn moved to recommend approval of Petition No. 4-09 Amendment; the
motion was seconded by Mr. White.  Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote; the
motion carried unanimously by roll call vote.


#5-09 AMENDMENT -- Anderson Family Trust, Eric G. Anderson Trustee,
1993 W. Mud Creek Rd., Oregon, IL for an Amendment to the Zoning District to
rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District to R-1 Rural Residence District on property
described as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the NE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 30 Rockvale Township 24N, R10E
of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 7.60 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part of 09-30-400-008  
Common Location: 2200 Block of W. Mud Creek Rd.


Mr. Reibel read the staff report.  LESA score of 193.3 indicates a low rating for
protection. IDNR identified protected resources in this proposed area.  They
completed an evaluation and concluded that adverse effects are unlikely and 
terminated their investigation.


Mr. Anderson was present.  He stated originally we wanted to have this for his
granddaughter to build a home on, but due to economics, we need to sell this
property.  This will be for a single-family home, exactly what is stated on the
concept plan.  The only access to this site from the rest of the farm is from Mud
Creek due the waterway.


Mr. Poole stated this is not prime farm land.  Mr. Funk asked is the land between
Limekiln Road and this site yours?  Mr. Anderson answered it belongs to Merle
Snodgrass.  Mr. Funk stated the site is surrounded by farmland except for the
back, which is a wildlife area which would or should not be disturbed.


Mr. Conn moved to recommend approval of Petition No. 5-09 Amendment as
there are other homes in the area and the property owner needs to sell property
to put his financial situation back in order.  The motion was seconded by Mr.
White.


Mr. Funk asked is this used as farmland?  Mr. Anderson answered yes.  Mark
Leary has been farming it.  


Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote; the motion was defeated by a roll call vote of 3
in favor and 4 opposed.


Mr. Colson made a motion to recommend denial of Petition No. 5-09 Amendment
based on the agricultural nature of the site and the adjoining properties.  The
motion was seconded by Mr. Poole; Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote; the
motion carried by a roll call vote of 4 in favor and 3 opposed.
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#2-09 SPECIAL USE -- Eugene E. Davis, 2614 Kristie Rd., Dothan, AL;
James M. Davis, 1611 Hickory Ave., Panama City, FL; Dorothy M Modeler,
210 N. Wesley Ave., Mt. Morris, IL; Michael R. Modeler, 1007 W. 6th St.,
Sterling, IL; and  Quentin H. Davis Living Trust, Quentin Davis Trustee,
13779 W. White Oak Rd., Forreston, IL for a Special Use permit to allow
dwelling for the son of the farm owner in AG-1 Agricultural District on property
described as follows, owned by Eugene E. Davis; James M. Davis; Dorothy M
Modeler; and Michael R. Modeler; and being purchased by Quentin H. Davis
Living Trust:


Part of the SW1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 26 Leaf River Township 25N,
R9E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 1.0 acre, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part of 03-26-300-002
Common Location: 4828 W. Pond Rd.


Mr. Reibel read the staff report.  LESA score of 185.8 indicates a low rating for
protection.  IDNR reports no record of state listed endangered species.  A letter
from the Leaf River Township Board and Planning Commission states they have
no objection to this request. 


Mr. Quentin Davis was present.  He stated the property has been in his family for
a long time and is currently owned by his second cousin.  For health reasons, he
now wants to sell the property.  I would like to purchase the entire site and then
split off the cabin for my son to buy.  Mr. Funk asked would you farm the
balance?  Mr. Davis answered it would be for cash rented. 


Mr. Funk stated the cabin is in a wooded area and splitting this off really will not
be changing anything.  Mr. Ocken asked how was this cabin built in the AG-1
Agricultural District?  Mr. Reibel answered it was built last year as a guest house
which is an allowed accessory use in the AG-1 Agricultural District. 


Mr. Ocken moved to recommend of Petition No. 2-09 Special Use due to the low
LESA score and this is the proper use of this land; the motion was seconded by
Mr. Colson.  Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote; the motion carried unanimously
by roll call vote.


#6-09 AMENDMENT -- Elmer & Martha Sue Hudson, 7162 E. Gristmill Rd.,
Chana, IL for an Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from AG-1
Agricultural District to R-1 Rural Residence District on property described as
follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the NW1/4 Section 23 Pine Rock Township 23N, R11E of the 4th
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 5.454 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part of 17-23-100-031  
Common Location: 7162 E. Gristmill Rd.


Mr. Reibel read the staff report.  LESA score of 178.9 indicates a low rating for
protection. IDNR identified protected resources in this proposed area.  They
completed an evaluation and concluded that adverse effects are unlikely and 
terminated their investigation.


There is a letter from the Pine Rock Township Planning Commission
recommending denial of the petition as it does not fit the adopted long range
residential development plan for the Pine Rock Township area.  A letter from the
Pine Rock Board recommends denial of the request as it is not in compliance
with the Pine Rock Township’s plan opposing spot zoning; the letter also states
that this zoning change could have a domino effect and cause a problem for
agricultural development in the future.







July 23, 2009 - Page 4


Mr. & Mrs. Hudson were present.  Mr. Hudson stated we have lived in the area
for over 30 years and are getting older.  We would like to give our son the big
house and build a smaller home for us.  This is not good crop land and there are
homes all around this site. 


Mr. Colson stated I do not see where approval of this would cause a domino
effect as there are residences all around this site.  


Mr. White stated I normally do not want to over-ride a local planning
commission’s recommendation, but with residences across from this site, all
around the area, I can’t see this creating or being a problem.  It is not taking any
farm land out of production.


Mr. Conn moved to recommend approval of Petition No. 6-09 Amendment; the
motion was seconded by - Mr. Poole.  Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote; the
motion carried unanimously by roll call vote.


5. OTHER BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


6. PUBLIC COMMENT


Mr. Funk asked has there been any indication of when we might have a wind farm
petition submitted?  Mr. Reibel answered I got a call from the local attorney representing
Navitas and they want to meet with me, but after returning his telephone call I have not
heard back from him.  Apparently, their plans have been delayed, as nothing has been
submitted yet and I have heard nothing from Navitas in a couple of months.  Their intent
was to file a Special Use petition that would have been on the August Planning
Commission agenda.


7. ADJOURN 


Chairman Funk declared the meeting adjourned at 7:50PM.  The next meeting of the
Ogle County Regional Planning Commission will be August 20, 2009 at the Ogle County
Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator





























































































































































Long Range Expenses
2009 Annual 


Budget
YTD Through 


7/31/09 % Spent
Multi-Year Project 


Budget LTD Expense
LTD % 
Spent


Professional Services - Holabird & Root          502,774.00 284,686.08 56.6%
Programming (14970.1A) 39,140.75
Clerk Office (14970.1B) 3,810.00
Schematic design 74,500.38 74,500.38
Design Development 99,333.84 99,333.84
Construction Documents 198,667.68 198,667.68
Bidding 24,833.46 24,833.46
Construction Administration 99,333.84
Expenses 9,000.00 8,967.00
Reimburseable Consultant (Historic Surfaces) 5,000.00
Sub Total - Holabird & Root         502,774.00         284,686.08 505,669.20 454,253.11


Aries Consulting 0.00 4,875.00
Willet Hoffman - Boundry & Topo Survey 0.00 5,000.00
Grover's Nursery 1,790.00 1,790.00
Verzieg Consulting Geothermal Test 15,000.00 15,000.00
AR Remediation - Lead Paint 57,512.00 57,512.00
Holian Asbestos 7,615.00 7,615.00
EVS Construction 50,000.00 50,000.00
Com Ed 12,190.78 12,190.78
Marv Miller 21,250.00 21,250.00
Clerk's Shelving = Watt Building 6,444.26 6,444.26
Verizon - Phones Watt Building 19,879.38 19,879.38
Fischer's - Assessor's Desk 269.99 269.99
Area Tree Service - Watt Building 1,250.00 1,250.00
Mileage - Merchandise Mart 159.70 159.70
Universal Relocation 12,409.00 12,409.00
Keys - Watt Building 156.04 156.04
Federal Express 35.25 55.17
Dynamic Horizons -Watt 13,885.12 13,885.12
Global Enterprise Technology-  Watt 66,723.64 66,723.64
Rent - Old Limestone 34,000.00 34,000.00
Furniture 337,200.00
Contingincies & Other Expenses 1,151,163.80


Courthouse - Construction       6,063,570.00 5,505,967.00
Courthouse Budget 6,566,344.00 605,256.24 9.2%  $          7,500,000.00  $         784,718.19 10.5%


8/14/2009







Long Range Expenses
2009 Annual 


Budget
YTD Through 


7/31/09 % Spent
Multi-Year Project 


Budget LTD Expense
LTD % 
Spent


Other Items


Salaries- Committee Meetings & Mileage             7,500.00 3,800.00 50.7%
Travel             2,500.00 938.57 37.5%


Total Meeting Expense           10,000.00             4,738.57 47.4%


CAD/ Records Management System           81,666.00 81,666.00 100.0% 625,000.00 477,766.00 76.4%
NITT Commission          175,000.00 0.0%


County Network Upgrade           40,250.00 
Global Enterprise Technology 28,680.56
Dynamic Horizons 6,000.00
Dixon Ottawa 2,215.80
Total - Network Upgrade           40,250.00           36,896.36 91.7%


Pines Road - Garage Cold Storage           30,000.00 0.0%
Sheriff's Office/ Jail Assessment           45,000.00 0.0%
Judicial Center Shelving           91,400.00 91,398.94 100.0%
Judicial Center Man Lift           15,000.00 11,693.86 78.0%


Stillman Bank- Bond Servicing 250.00
Ogle County Collector - EOC Land 55.42
Blackhawk Hills 2,000.00


Fiber Poject
Custom Underground 5,500.00
All Purpose Erectorts 40,034.00


Transfer to Bond Fund 1,151,200.00 0.0%


YTD Total Ependitures 8,205,860.00 879,489.39 10.7%


8/14/2009
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Local Share State-Co Sales Tax


2001
Date: Sep-00 Oct-00 Nov-00 Dec-00 Jan-01 Feb-01 Mar-01 Apr-01 May-01 Jun-01 Jul-01 Aug-01


1% 24,313.96 19,850.46 23,479.47 31,683.47 19,181.33 25,314.49 19,645.52 21,528.22 22,487.61 30,478.73 26,714.10 24,890.95
0.25% 62,964.70 63,526.16 58,328.86 62,337.51 51,949.13 56,729.63 52,862.85 62,084.91 60,605.58 67,157.39 61,687.44 61,606.33


Date Received 12/12/00 01/12/01 02/09/01 3/12/2001 4/9/2001 5/15/2001 6/14/2001 7/13/2001 8/13/2001 9/14/2001 10/16/2001 11/15/01


2002
Date: Sep-01 Oct-01 Nov-01 Dec-01 Jan-02 Feb-02 Mar-02 Apr-02 May-02 Jun-02 Jul-02 Aug-02


1% 23,329.67 28,646.15 25,981.01 30,655.67 24,147.99 17,786.97 20,812.48 29,296.70 30,697.52 29,833.86 35,284.88 23,620.19
0.25% 57,735.30 60,997.53 58,989.26 59,562.11 46,582.98 47,901.37 58,654.73 57,971.78 62,861.47 62,242.74 64,805.15 58,226.70


Date Received 12/17/01 01/16/02 02/13/02 03/15/02 04/12/02 05/10/02 06/12/02 07/19/02 08/08/02 09/11/02 10/10/02 11/15/2002


2003
Date: Sep-02 Oct-02 Nov-02 Dec-02 Jan-03 Feb-03 Mar-03 Apr-03 May-03 Jun-03 Jul-03 Aug-03


1% 23,579.07 22,604.66 25,350.00 30,424.10 17,947.90 27,490.72 26,620.97 23,717.44 26,330.59 26,761.02 28,656.11 24,832.31
0.25% 59,965.51 55,532.58 56,251.25 60,936.87 53,031.81 59,675.04 58,531.71 61,243.49 61,296.40 65,246.67 64,310.81 65,071.86


Date Received 12/13/02 01/13/03 02/13/03 03/03/03 04/09/03 05/09/03 06/11/03 07/10/03 08/07/03 09/11/03 10/09/03 11/12/03


2004
Date: Sep-03 Oct-03 Nov-03 Dec-03 Jan-04 Feb-04 Mar-04 Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04


1% 30,549.32 26,054.39 26,726.99 51,895.76 21,901.78 29,348.92 35,669.84 21,889.76 27,943.57 31,484.88 24,128.34 64,004.49
0.25% 61,832.23 64,327.04 65,276.32 68,285.72 54,643.98 61,609.73 63,160.16 60,747.15 66,625.16 66,648.33 66,023.92 78,166.58


Date Received 12/11/04 01/14/04 02/11/04 02/19/04 04/15/04 05/13/04 06/10/04 07/12/04 08/13/04 09/10/04 10/14/04 11/12/2004







Local Share State-Co Sales Tax


2007


Date: Sep-06 Oct-06 Nov-06 Dec-06 Jan-07 Feb-07 Mar-07 Apr-07 May-07 Jun-07 Jul-07 Aug-07
1% 32,492.10 37,919.68 41,699.07 47,825.63 31,126.16 41,339.13 32,613.67 34,773.62 35,994.87 48,312.48 33,486.44 46,269.09


0.25% 68,828.13 69,023.15 72,641.11 73,368.44 58,533.28 63,564.06 67,736.07 72,969.75 80,540.11 79,372.20 67,306.79 77,933.64
Date Received 12/13/06 01/17/07 02/15/07 03/12/07 04/13/07 05/09/07 06/11/07 07/12/07 08/08/07 09/10/07 10/11/2007 11/8/2007


2008


Date: Sep-07 Oct-07 Nov-07 Dec-07 Jan-08 Feb-08 Mar-08 Apr-08 May-08 Jun-08 Jul-08 Aug-08
1% 41,049.88 41,923.89 36,698.20 48,029.84 24,002.05 38,331.51 34,929.95 29,538.65 28,720.82 36,784.23 33,093.76 33,321.62


0.25% 74,044.74 77,446.68 72,573.09 78,898.37 64,434.00 65,484.72 73,229.56 71,467.75 77,300.87 79,683.53 78,949.86 78,491.82
Date Received 12/12/07 01/17/08 02/15/08 03/14/08 04/16/08 05/15/08 06/13/08 07/16/08 08/14/08 09/12/08 10/09/08 11/17/08


2009


Date: Sep-08 Oct-08 Nov-08 Dec-08 Jan-09 Feb-09 Mar-09 Apr-09 May-09 Jun-09 Jul-09 Aug-09
1% 29,306.46 51,652.16 50,293.11 59,786.04 38,762.01 29,326.22 25,162.70 27,202.61 19,928.67


0.25% 71,505.89 72,368.97 67,526.54 68,388.94 59,448.81 49,403.83 57,204.48 56,476.63 60,457.90
Date Received 12/17/08 01/12/09 02/13/09 03/12/09 04/08/09 05/11/09 06/12/09 07/13/09 08/10/09
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Ogle County Board Mileage Reimbursement  


  
Mileage 


Reimbursement 


Total 
Salary to 
County 
Board 


Mileage 
Percentage 


of the 
Overall 
Salary 


Total 
Miles 
Driven


Amount paid 
if $.01/mile 
Reimbursed 


Amount 
Saved  


January-09 $932.66 $6,262.80 14.9% 1923 $19.23 $913.43  
February-09 $1,298.35 $7,048.35 18.4% 2677 $26.77 $1,271.58  


March-09 $1,840.58 $9,199.98 20.0% 3795 $37.95 $1,802.63  
April-09 $1,357.52 $6,927.52 19.6% 2799 $27.99 $1,329.53  
May-09 $1,729.03 $8,229.03 21.0% 3565 $35.65 $1,693.38  
June-09 $1,165.94 $6,715.94 17.4% 2404 $24.04 $1,141.90  
July-09 $1,568.01 $8,468.01 18.5% 3233 $32.33 $1,535.68  
Totals $9,892.07 $52,851.63 18.7% 20396 $203.96 $9,688.11  


       
Yearly Savings of $16,608      
        


This plan would go into effect September 1, 2009.  Any miles driven by a County Board member for any reason 
would be reimbursed at $0.01 per mile.  
        


For the rest of FY 09 the savings would be estimated at $2,768 which is equal to 3.5%(est) of the County Board 
salary based on the assumption the salary for the County Board will be an estimated $80,000.  
        


For FY10 the projected savings to the County will be an estimated $16,000 
 
















SUMMARY OF MONTHLY BILLS
OGLE COUNTY LONG RANGE PLANNING COMMITTEE


Month of:__August, 2009_


SUPPLIER NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT


Old Limestone, LLC Watts Bldg. - September Rent 5,800.00$          


Wes's Tree Service Tree Removal & Trees Trimmed 500.00$             
   Old Courthouse


Holabird & Root, LLC Professional Services for June 2009 1,986.68$          


Dynamic Horizon Computer Consulting with Contractor-Demolition 130.00$             


Stillman BancCorp GO Bonds - Series 2003-Agent fees 125.00$             
   Fees assessed for 2/1/09 to 7/31/09


Stillman BancCorp GO Bonds - Series 2004 - Agent fees 125.00$             
   Fees assessed for 2/1/09 to 7/31/09


Ringland Johnson Construction 127,842.00$      


TOTAL: 136,508.68$      
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Phone: 815-732-2851              E-mail: highwaydept@oglecounty.org              Fax: 815-732-9094 
 


    
Ogle County Highway Department  
Road & Bridge Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


August 10, 2009 
 
I. Meeting called to order at 8:00 AM by Chairman Huntley. 


Members present: Don Huntley, Lynne Kilker, Ben Diehl, Jim Barnes, Ron Colson  
& Paul White. Meggon McKinley & Lyle Hopkins were also in attendance. 


 
II. Received Bids 


A. No Bids received this month 
 


III. Reviewed July 14, 2009 Minutes. 
 A. Motion to approve minutes by – Lynne Kilker 
 B. Motion seconded by – Jim Barnes 
 C. Vote - All in Favor 
 
IV. Reviewed Bills and Payroll  
 A. Motion to approve by – Ben Diehl 
 B. Motion seconded by – Lynne Kilker 
 C. Vote - All in Favor 
 
V. Petitions and Resolutions 


A. None this month 
  


VI.  Business & Communications 
 A. Unfinished Business 


1. The Committee completed the review of the proposed 2010 County 
Highway Department budget and a motion was made to submit it to  
the Finance Committee for inclusion with the 2010 Ogle County  
Budget. 


   a. Motion to approve by – Lynne Kilker 
   b. Motion seconded by – Jim Barnes 
   c. Vote - All in Favor 


2. The contractor that was awarded the Township sealcoat work this year 
defaulted and the contract and the work was given to the 2nd place bidders. 


3. The County Engineer discussed the results of the Eagle Point Road 
drainage study with the Committee. Summarizing the report: If there was 
no structure on Eagle Point or Brookville Roads and the waterway was left 
to flow on its’ own, the water elevation of the 25, 50, and 100 year events 
would all be higher than the lowest floor elevation of the adjacent home. 
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The County Engineer will continue to review the study for other drainage 
impacts on a nearby structure. 


 B. New Business 
1. I.A.C.E. Legislative Committee – Nothing new. 
2. I.A.C.E. Revenue Fact Finding Committee – Nothing new. 
3. Next Meeting – Tuesday September 8, 2009, @ 10:00 AM, 
    Lettings: 2009-10 Ice Abrasives 
4. 2009 Project Status Report: 


    Flagg / 251 Intersection  -phases 1-5 complete, paving surface 
w/in one week. 


    Steward Road overpass -bridge substructure complete, 
earthwork continues. 


    Oregon Fiber Optic job -Complete 
    Guardrail spraying   -Complete 
    Woodlawn Road paving -Complete 
    Flagg Road paving   -Complete 
    Stillman Road paving  -Complete 
    Edson Rd bridge repairs -Complete 
    Mud Creek Rd paving  -Complete 
    Dement Rd paving  -Complete 
    Bituminous patching  -98% complete 
    Crackfilling   -Complete 
    Scott Road bridge  -Complete next week 
    Milledgeville Rd culvert -Complete 
    Lowell Park Rd micro  -Striping to do 
    County Sealcoat  -Complete 
    Township sealcoat  -Complete by 8/25 
    ROW mowing   -progressing well 
    Brookville Rd culvert  -Complete 
    Brick Church Rd culvert -this week 
    Quarry Rd culvert  -next week 
    Devils Backbone paving -Complete 
    Kishwaukee Rd Guardrail -not begun yet 
    Rockvale paving  -not begun yet 
    Brooklyn paving  -not begun yet 
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  5. Next month the County Engineer will submit an updated Highway 
Functional Classification map for Board approval. 


  6. The Highway Department, Lee County Highway Dept. and City of 
Rochelle are working together to submit a grant application to the FHWA 
to fund 100% of the construction of the SW Rochelle Truck loop. This 
would include improvements to Jack Dame, Center, Thorpe, Brush Grove, 
and Gurler Roads. Since the vast majority of those roads are in the City or 
Ogle County. The estimated $13,500 cost to prepare the application will 
be split 50/50 between the entities. The estimated cost of the construction 
project is $24M. 


  6. The current term of the County Engineer expires December 31, 2009. By 
statute, the Board may begin the process of re-appointment of the County 
Engineer next month. 


7. There has been some more information come to light that may help to 
explain some of last year’s sealcoat failures. The County Engineer is 
going to pursue the information and will report back to the Committee. 


8. The County Engineer has reviewed the proposed Responsible Bidder 
Ordinance and analyzed its’ impact on the Highway Department. While 
the ordinance exempts Federal and State funded projects, not all Highway 
Department projects are funded by those mechanisms. Further, the vast 
majority of the items listed in the ordinance are already required by law. 
The remaining items will require the owner (County) to specify certain 
additional criteria in any upcoming project specifications. The Department 
does that already. 


 Motion to not approve of the proposed Responsible Bidder Ordinance  
a. Motion to approve by – Paul White 


   b. Motion seconded by – Lynne Kilker 
   c. Vote - All in Favor 
 
VII. Public Comment 
 There was no public comment at this time. 
 
VIII. The meeting attendees then departed for a tour of the current and upcoming  
 County Highway Department projects. 


Meeting adjourned at 2:35 P.M. by Chairman Huntley. 
 
 
Minutes submitted by Curtis D. Cook, PE 
 
 








Fund: 200 - County Highway
Department: 17 - Highway


Account: 4212 - Electricity
1156 - COMED COMHWY0709a CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 72569 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 888.21


Account Total: Electricity 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $888.21


Account: 4214 - Gas (Heating)
1898 - NICOR NICHWY0709 CH fund - balance due Paid by Check # 72575 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 6.43


Account Total: Gas (Heating) 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $6.43


Account: 4216.10 - Telephone
1265 - VERIZON VERHWY0709b CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 72580 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 422.85
1265 - VERIZON VERHWY0709a CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 72581 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 32.76
1773 - MCI MCIHWY0709b CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 72574 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 54.04
1884 - CURTIS COOK CDCHWY0709 CH fund - reimburse for cell phone 


part
Paid by Check # 72570 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 22.49


Account Total: Telephone 4 Invoice Transaction(s) $532.14


Account: 4474 - Deer Expense
1876 - ROCHELLE WASTE 
DISPOSAL, LLC


2009-00002368 CH fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 72649 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 15.00


1876 - ROCHELLE WASTE 
DISPOSAL, LLC


186167 CH fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 72735 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 60.00


Account Total: Deer Expense 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $75.00


Account: 4490 - Contingencies
1587 - ROCHELLE DISPOSAL 
SERVICE


81978 CH fund - contingencies Paid by Check # 72578 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 120.00


Account Total: Contingencies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $120.00


Account: 4510 - Office Supplies
1246 - FISCHER'S 27449 CH fund - office supplies Paid by Check # 72641 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 12.99


Account Total: Office Supplies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $12.99


Account: 4540 - Repairs & Maint - Facilities
1895 - OGLE COUNTY HEALTH 
DEPARTMENT


HEAHWY0709 CH fund - water testing fee Paid by Check # 72647 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 35.00


1434 - MENARDS 73784 CH fund - bldg maint supplies Paid by Check # 72645 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 45.86
3526 - SINNISSIPPI FOREST, INC. CH67 CH fund - trees for county property Paid by Check # 72738 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 950.00


Account Total: Repairs & Maint - Facilities 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,030.86


Account: 4545.10 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0402194-IN CH fund - gas Paid by Check # 72572 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 3,878.12


3113 - BP BPHWY0709 CH fund - gas Paid by Check # 72637 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 37.00


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $3,915.12


Account: 4545.20 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 11273.86 CH fund - diesel fuel Paid by Check # 72572 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 11,273.86
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COMPANY


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $11,273.86


Account: 4545.40 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0402869-IN CH fund - grease Paid by Check # 72643 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 951.74


1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0404418-IN CH fund - grease Paid by Check # 72725 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 287.03


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,238.77


Account: 4545.99 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0404419-IN CH fund - kerosene Paid by Check # 72725 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 270.49


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $270.49


Account: 4610.10 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
2020 - SHEELY AGGREGATES 9266 CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 72579 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 941.62
2647 - MARTIN & COMPANY 
EXCAVATING


18662c CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 72573 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 61.47


2243 - FISCHER EXCAVATING, INC. 600729MB CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 72571 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 56.31
2647 - MARTIN & COMPANY 
EXCAVATING


18662a CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 72573 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 2,044.27


1657 - STEVE BENESH & SONS 
QUARRIES


9066 CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 72739 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 5,233.81


2275 - EAGLE CREEK QUARRIES EAGHWY0809 CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 72722 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 57.27
2020 - SHEELY AGGREGATES 9297 CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 72737 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 7,326.84


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 7 Invoice Transaction(s) $15,721.59


Account: 4610.90 - Maint of Roads & Bridges
2503 - ADESTA, LLC 60010758 CH fund - julie locates Paid by Check # 72564 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 269.07


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $269.07


Account: 4610.99 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
2647 - MARTIN & COMPANY 
EXCAVATING


18625 CH fund - shot rock - weather Paid by Check # 72644 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 5,245.40


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $5,245.40


Account: 4620.10 - Repair Parts -
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


415768 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 72568 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 100.70


2138 - MONROE TRUCK EQUIPMENT 5140496 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72646 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 273.36
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


415818 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 72639 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 1,584.22


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


415865 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 72639 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 479.35


1676 - TERMINAL SUPPLY CO 60925-03 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72650 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 45.36
1676 - TERMINAL SUPPLY CO 69199-01 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72650 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 5.20
1676 - TERMINAL SUPPLY CO 79575-01 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72650 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 10.40
1535 - PETERS GMC 19667 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72648 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 24.20
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1535 - PETERS GMC 19718 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72648 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 24.20
1535 - PETERS GMC 19755 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72648 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 61.80
1535 - PETERS GMC 92965 CH fund - truck parts & repairs Paid by Check # 72648 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 424.64
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114040903 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72720 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 122.41


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114041225 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72720 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 123.24


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114041662 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 72720 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 17.46


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


415929 CH fund - truck parts & repairs Paid by Check # 72720 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 4,232.89


1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-477984 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 100.66
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-478618 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 203.90
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-478628 CH fund - parts - returned Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 (30.00)
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-478855 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 37.62
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-478924 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 5.72
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-478935 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 113.05
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-480027 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 38.42
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-480188 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 60.86
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-480194 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 13.26
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-481294 CH fund - parts Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 27.31
2772 - INLAND POWER GROUP INC 7112760-00 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 72724 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 501.39
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-481294b CH fund - credit for early payment Paid by Check # 72726 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 (11.42)


Account Total: Repair Parts - 27 Invoice Transaction(s) $8,590.20


Account: 4620.30 - Repair Parts -
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112114 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 355.96
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112117 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 26.83
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112118 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 (39.77)
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112198 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 1,089.41
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112319 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 891.75
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112367 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 13.65
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112619 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 100.86
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112709 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 118.25
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 112764 CH fund - tractor parts - returned Paid by Check # 72728 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 (118.25)
1926 - STOCKING EQUIPMENT 92292 CH fund - mower parts Paid by Check # 72740 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 24.70
1926 - STOCKING EQUIPMENT 92331 CH fund - mower parts Paid by Check # 72740 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 128.23
1926 - STOCKING EQUIPMENT 92385 CH fund - mower parts Paid by Check # 72740 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 296.74
1926 - STOCKING EQUIPMENT 92407 CH fund - mower parts Paid by Check # 72740 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 564.79


Account Total: Repair Parts - 13 Invoice Transaction(s) $3,453.15


Account: 4620.60 - Repair Parts -
1131 - CHANA SAW & STOVE CHAHWY0809 CH fund - chain saw parts Paid by Check # 72718 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 40.50


Account Total: Repair Parts - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $40.50


Account: 4640.10 - Sign & Striping Material -
2155 - BROWN TRAFFIC PRODUCTS 016431 CH fund - flashing light parts Paid by Check # 72566 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 60.60
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1156 - COMED COMHWYb CH fund - street & traffic lighting Paid by Check # 72569 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 39.41


Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $100.01


Account: 4640.20 - Sign & Striping Material -
2487 - OSBURN ASSOCIATES, INC. 178638 CH fund - signs Paid by Check # 72576 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 888.52
2487 - OSBURN ASSOCIATES, INC. 178637 CH fund - signs Paid by Check # 72576 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 255.80
2487 - OSBURN ASSOCIATES, INC. 179114 CH fund - signs Paid by Check # 72727 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 223.56


Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,367.88


Account: 4650.10 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 0953332001 CH fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 72565 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 86.91
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 0993015001 CH fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 72635 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 167.69


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $254.60


Account: 4650.20 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
2176 - CCP INDUSTRIES, INC. 244.40 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72567 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 244.40
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 18810 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72636 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 14.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 18854 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72636 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 59.46
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 18892 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72636 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 15.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 18924 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72636 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 22.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 19094 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72636 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 14.98
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 922796 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72636 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 5.37
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE ACEHWY0709 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72636 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 268.54
2025 - CHEMSEARCH 645176 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72719 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 136.51
1603 - ROCKFORD INDUSTRIAL 
WELDING


0243411 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 72736 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 37.69


2231 - TIM HENERT 57264 CH fund - tool Paid by Check # 72723 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 228.99


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 11 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,049.91


Account: 4650.40 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
1931 - HARDER HELSLEY 
ROCKFORD


RO44684 CH fund - janitor supplies Paid by Check # 72642 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 93.08


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $93.08


Account: 4660.10 - Tires & Tubes -
3836 - BUTITTA BROTHERS 
AUTOMOTIVE SERVICES INC


0003040 CH fund - tires Paid by Check # 72638 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 341.25


Account Total: Tires & Tubes - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $341.25


Account: 4660.30 - Tires & Tubes -
1865 - POMP'S TIRE SERVICE, INC. 819414 CH fund - repair heavy equipment 


tires #38
Paid by Check # 72577 07/20/2009 07/21/2009 07/22/2009 07/21/2009 355.00


Account Total: Tires & Tubes - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $355.00


Account: 4710 - Computer Hardware & Software
1220 - DYNAMIC HORIZONS 
COMPUTER SERVICES, INC


50827 CH fund - computer part & labor Paid by Check # 72640 07/29/2009 07/29/2009 07/30/2009 07/29/2009 230.00


3920 - DISK DOCTORS LAB, INC. 24006 CH fund - computer services Paid by Check # 72684 08/04/2009 08/04/2009 08/04/2009 08/04/2009 2,550.00
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Account Total: Computer Hardware & Software 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $2,780.00


Account: 4748 - Engineering Equipment & Supplies
3433 - DESLAURIERS INC. 0194283-IN CH fund - comcrete testing supplies Paid by Check # 72721 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 08/07/2009 200.25


Account Total: Engineering Equipment & Supplies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $200.25


Department Total: Highway 93 Invoice Transaction(s) $59,225.76


Fund Total: County Highway 93 Invoice Transaction(s) $59,225.76


Grand Total: 93 Invoice Transaction(s) $59,225.76


. . . . . . . . . .
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SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND PLANNING
& ZONING COMMITTEE


of the
OGLE COUNTY BOARD


SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMITTEE REPORT


AUGUST 12, 2009


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle
County Board was held on Wednesday, August 12, 2009 in the Ogle County Sheriff Department, Training
Room, 103 Jefferson St., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business is as follows:


1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM


Chairman Lyle Hopkins called the meeting to order at 1:00 P.M.  Roll call indicated six members of the
Committee were present; Chairman Lyle Hopkins, Ben Diehl, Mel Messer, Larry Boes, Jim Barnes
and Marcia Heuer. Dennis Williams was absent.


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF JULY 15, 2009 MEETING AS MINUTES


Mr. Boes made a motion to approve the report of June 10, 2009 as minutes; seconded by Mr. 
Messer. The motion carried by a voice vote.


SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS PORTION OF MEETING:


3. CONSIDERATION OF MONTHLY BILLS OF SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS, AND ACTION


Monthly bills of the Supervisor of Assessments were presented to the Committee for consideration. 
The bills totaled $3,840.30.  Mr. Messer made a motion to approve the payment of the bills in the
amount of $3,840.30; seconded by Mr. Diehl.  The motion carried by a voice vote.


4. OLD BUSINESS


There was no old business for discussion.


5. NEW BUSINESS


SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS DEPARTMENT FISCAL YEAR 2010 BUDGET PROPOSAL
UPDATE 


Mr. Harrison stated I sent the Committee members a proposed 2010 budget last week.  As stated, 
most of the non-payroll items were devoted to fulfilling state mandates relative to the property tax
cycle.  I included a proposed budget with a 3% salary increase for staff, as that is (apparently) what
the union staff are getting, an alternate budget with a zero salary increase and one with a 2% salary
increase. 


Discussion ensued regarding the changes made and the possibility of additional work added from the
state level.


PLANNING & ZONING PORTION OF MEETING:


6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


There was no unfinished business for consideration.
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7. NEW BUSINESS


A. DECISIONS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#4-09 AMENDMENT -- Peter & Tammy Santi, 6 Dorchester Ct., Algonquin, IL for an
Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from  R-2 Single-Family Residence District to IA
Intermediate Agricultural District on property described as follows and owned by the
petitioners:


Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 Section 4 and part of the W1/2 of the NE1/4 Section 9
Taylor Township 22N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 23.40 acres, more or
less
Property Identification Number: 22-04-451-005 and 22-09-204-008  
Common Location: 700 Block of Cottonwood Ct.


Mrs. Heuer made a motion to approve #4-09 Amendment request of Peter & Tammy Santi
based on recommendations by the Regional Planning Commission and the Zoning Board of
Appeals; seconded by Mr. Messer.  Discussion ensued regarding access to the site.  Mr.
Hopkins asked for a roll call vote, the vote being as follows: Heuer - yes,  Messer - yes, Boes -
yes, Barnes - yes, Hopkins - yes, Diehl - yes,   The motion carried by a roll call vote of 6-0.


#5-09 AMENDMENT -- Anderson Family Trust, Eric G. Anderson Trustee, 1993 W. Mud
Creek Rd., Oregon, IL for an Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from AG-1
Agricultural District to R-1 Rural Residence District on property described as follows and
owned by the petitioners:


Part of the NE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 30 Rockvale Township 24N, R10E of the 4th
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 7.60 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part of 09-30-400-008  
Common Location: 2200 Block of W. Mud Creek Rd.


Mrs. Heuer made a motion to deny #5-09 Amendment request of Anderson Family Trust
based on recommendations by both the Regional Planning Commission and the Zoning Board
of Appeals; seconded by Mr. Diehl.   Discussion ensued regarding why the Andersons chose
to rezone to R-1 Rural Residence District versus IA Intermediate Agricultural District.  Mr.
Messer asked do they intend to sell the land to be farmed?  Mr. Hopkins answered they are
asking a lot more for this land than for it to be used as farmland.  Also, more houses in this
area could cause a problem for the existing farms in the area.  Mrs. Heuer noted that Mr.
Snodgrass, an adjoining property owner, testified at the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting his
opposition to this request due to the livestock in the area.  Mr. Hopkins asked for a roll call
vote, the vote being as follows: Heuer - yes,  Messer - yes, Boes - yes, Barnes - yes, Hopkins
- yes, Diehl - yes, The motion to deny carried by a roll call vote of 6-0.


#2-09 SPECIAL USE -- Eugene E. Davis, 2614 Kristie Rd., Dothan, AL; James M. Davis,
1611 Hickory Ave., Panama City, FL; Dorothy M Modeler, 210 N. Wesley Ave., Mt.
Morris, IL; Michael R. Modeler, 1007 W. 6th St., Sterling, IL; and  Quentin H. Davis
Living Trust, Quentin Davis Trustee, 13779 W. White Oak Rd., Forreston, IL for a Special
Use permit to allow dwelling for the son of the farm owner in AG-1 Agricultural District on
property described as follows, owned by Eugene E. Davis; James M. Davis; Dorothy M
Modeler; and Michael R. Modeler; and being purchased by Quentin H. Davis Living Trust:


Part of the SW1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 26 Leaf River Township 25N, R9E of the 4th
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 1.0 acre, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part of 03-26-300-002
Common Location: 4828 W. Pond Rd.


Mr. Hopkins stated the house already exists and the son is planning to buy it.  Mr. Boes made
a motion to approve #2-09 Special Use request of Quentin H. Davis as it does not change
anything in the area; seconded by Mrs. Heuer.  Mr. Messer asked how was this house
originally allowed to be built?  Mr. Reibel stated this house was originally allowed to be built in
the AG-1 Agricultural District as an accessory guest house to the primary residence.  This is
an allowable use, but does not allow for someone to keep the house as a permanent
residence.  In order for someone to live there full-time, a Special Use is required in order to
split it off of the original parcel.  Discussion ensued regarding future sales of the site and how
long the Davis family has owned the property.
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Mrs. Heuer made a motion to approve #2-09 Special Use for Eugene Davis as it was
unanimously approved by the Regional Planning Commission and the Zoning Board of
Appeals, with no objections from the Leaf River Planning Commission.  Mr. Hopkins asked for
a roll call vote, the vote being as follows: Heuer - yes,  Messer - yes, Boes - yes, Barnes - yes,
Hopkins - yes, Diehl - yes, The motion carried by a roll call vote of 6-0.


#6-09 AMENDMENT -- Elmer & Martha Sue Hudson, 7162 E. Gristmill Rd., Chana, IL for
an Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District to R-1 Rural
Residence District on property described as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the NW1/4 Section 23 Pine Rock Township 23N, R11E of the 4th P.M., Ogle
County, IL, 5.454 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part of 17-23-100-031  
Common Location: 7162 E. Gristmill Rd.


Mrs. Heuer made a motion to approve #6-09 Amendment request of Elmer & Martha Sue
Hudson as it was unanimously approved by the Regional Planning Commission and the
Zoning Board of Appeals; seconded by Mr. Diehl.  


Mr. Messer stated we have letters from the Pine Rock Planning Commission and the
Township Board denying this request.  Mr. Reibel stated the Pine Rock Comprehensive Plan
does not designate this area for residential use.  Mr. Hopkins stated this location, and for what
they want to do, is a nice area.  Mr. Boes stated there are already eight residences across the
road.  Mr. Hopkins stated they are all zone AG-1 Agricultural District.  Mr. Boes stated with all
due respect to the Pine Rock Planning Commission, I do not see where they met with the
petitioners to discuss this request.  It would have been nice for the Township Planning
Commission to offer the Hudson’s an opportunity to put their two cents in.


Mr. Hopkins asked for a roll call vote, the vote being as follows: Heuer - yes,  Messer - yes,
Boes - yes, Barnes - yes, Hopkins - yes, Diehl - yes.  The motion to approve was carried by a
roll call vote of 6-0.


Mr. Reibel stated a formal objection has been filed by Pine Rock Township, which requires a
3/4 vote by the County Board.


B. MOBILE HOME APPLICATIONS - (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


There were no mobile home applications for consideration.


8. SUBDIVISION PLATS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


There were no subdivision plats for consideration.


9. CONSIDERATION OF MONTHLY BILLS OF PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT, AND ACTION


Monthly bills of the Planning & Zoning Department were presented to the Committee for consideration. 
The bills totaled $1,195.43.  Mr. Messer made a motion to approve the payment of the bills in the
amount of $1,195.43; seconded by Mr. Barnes.  The motion carried by a voice vote.


10. REFERRAL OF NEW PETITIONS TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS FOR PUBLIC HEARING


#9-09 VARIATION -- Ferrell & Janice Kennedy, 8423 E. IL Rte. 38, Rochelle, IL for a Variation to
allow a front deck to be constructed 12' and a side deck to be constructed 41' from the right-of-way
line of E. IL Rte. 38 in lieu of 80' as required pursuant to the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning
Ordinance on property described as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the NE1/4 SW1/4 Section 12 Lafayette Township 22N, R11E of the 4th P.M., Ogle
County, IL, 6.20 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 23-12-300-003  
Common Location: 8423 E. IL Rte. 38


#7-09 AMENDMENT -- Dan Luepkes, 1132 S. Marsh Rd., Chana, IL for an Amendment to the
Zoning District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District to IA Intermediate Agricultural District on
property described as follows and owned by the petitioner:
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Part of the SW1/4 NE1/4 Section 22 Oregon-Nashua Township 23N, R10E of the 4th P.M.,
Ogle County, IL, 13.70 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 16-22-400-005  
Common Location: 3200 Block of S. Lowden Rd.


Mrs. Heuer made a motion to refer the above new requests to the Zoning Board of Appeals for public
hearing; seconded by Mr. Messer.  The motion carried by a voice vote.


Mr. Barnes asked is the Luepkes petition the same one from last year?  Mr. Reibel answered yes.


11. OTHER BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#6-79MH - DEEN/ARMBRUSTER MOBILE HOME ISSUE
PIN #03-17-400-005, Section 17, Maryland Township
Common Location: 7036 W. Lightsville Rd., German Valley,


Mr. Reibel stated you should have received a copy of the history of this use.  We received a call from
someone letting us know that Mrs. Deen recently passed away and that the trailer now needs to be
removed.   Ms. Armbruster, the daughter, has been living in the trailer with her mother for the past
several years and may currently reside there.  I am asking for guidance as to whether we pursue the
removal of the trailer or allow Ms. Armbruster to remain.  The site is in good shape right now, but a
grandson has moved in another trailer that we are trying to get him to remove.  I have not spoken with
Ms. Armbruster to find out what the intentions are but can and will.  I wanted to give them a few weeks
since her mother just recently died.  Mr. Hopkins stated you should talk with her and find out what is
going on and report back to us next month.


PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT FISCAL YEAR 2010 BUDGET PROPOSAL UPDATE


Mr. Reibel stated I have prepared two revised budgets for your review.   One with a zero salary
increase for the staff and one with a 2% salary increase.  One way that I propose to get close to the
total 10% decrease is to eliminate the Regional Planning Commission, which would eliminate Line
Item 4146, which is budgeted for Planning Commission per diem, and Line Item 4422, of which
Planning Commission mileage is deducted.  Mr. Boes asked where would we stand with the
Comprehensive Plan?  Mr. Reibel answered the Zoning Board of Appeals could assume the role of
Regional Planning Commission, and  would have to give more consideration to the Comprehensive
Plan.  Mr. Boes stated the Regional Planning Commission and Zoning Board of Appeals have had
some different interpretations of the Comprehensive Plan over the years.  Mrs. Heuer asked what if
the Regional Planning Commission members were asked to serve as a volunteer board?  Mr. Reibel
answered that has been considered as an option and is stated in the budget analysis on page 2. 
Other reductions are in Line Item 4585 (Fuel & Maintenance of Vehicle), and Line Item 4720
(Purchase of Office Equipment), which is proposed to be reduced to zero. Mr. Reibel stated as far as
salaries, last year I did take a full-time position that was vacant and moved it to a part-time position
which saved a lot of money.  I did not have to do this and the salaries line item would have been much
higher had I not done this.  This also was a saving in cost of benefits.  I am now proposing to reduce
the part-time hours to 15 per week.    Mr. Hopkins stated you have always done a good job with your
budget.  We have never had any problems with what you have proposed.  Mr. Boes stated we
appreciated your detail.  It helps give us a better insight.


Mr. Reibel stated the IDNR as been working on updating the flood plain maps for the County for a
while now.  These maps are finally complete and should be received in a week or two.  The IDNR will
be holding a public open house to review these maps on either September 22 or 23 at the Farm
Bureau.


12. PUBLIC COMMENT


There was no public comment.


13. ADJOURN 


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee of
the Ogle County Board adjourned at 2:00 P.M.  The next meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments
and Planning & Zoning Committee is scheduled for September 9, 2009 at 1:00 P.M.


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
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Planning & Zoning Administrator












EXHIBIT “A”


LEGAL DESCRIPTION


Part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 26, Township 25 North, Range 9 East of
the 4th Principal Meridian, Leaf River Township, Ogle County, State of Illinois


Commencing at the Southwest corner of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of said Section 26;
thence North 88 degrees 37 minutes 31 seconds East along the south line of the Southwest Quarter of the
Southwest Quarter of said Section 26, 319.93 feet to the Point of Beginning; thence North 01 degrees 22
minutes 29 seconds West perpendicular to the south line of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter
of said Section 26, 210.00 feet; thence North 88 degrees 37 minutes 31 seconds East parallel to the south
line of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of said Section 26, 207.43 feet; thence South 01
degrees 22 minutes 29 seconds East perpendicular to the south line of the Southwest Quarter of the
Southwest Quarter of said Section 26, 210.00 feet to said south line; thence South 88 degrees 37 minutes 31
seconds West along the south line of the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of said Section 26,
207.43 feet to the Point of Beginning, containing 1.00 acres.


P.I.N.: Part of 03-26-300-002







EXHIBIT “B”


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS







Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals 
911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 - 815.732.1190 
Fax: 815.732.2229 


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION
 
OF THE OGLE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
 


This is the findings offact and the recommendation of the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals concerning 
an application ofEugene E. Davis, 2614 Kristie Rd., Dothan, AL; James M. Davis, 1611 Hickory Ave., 
Panama City, FL; Dorothy M. Modeler, 210 N. Wesley Ave., Mt. Morris, IL; Michael R. Modeler, 1007 W. 
6th St., Sterling, IL; and, Quentin H. Davis Living Trust by Quentin Davis, Trustee, 13779 W. White Oak Rd., 
Forreston, IL, in case #02-09SU. The applicants are requesting a Special Use Permit to permit dwelling for the 
son ofthe farm owner in the AG-l Agricultural District on part ofParcel Identification No. 03-26-300-002, a 
1.0 acre parcel which is part of Section 26, Township 25N, Range 9E of the 4th Principal Meridian and is 
located in Leaf River Township at 4828 W. Pond Road. 


After due notice, as required by law, the Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing in this case on July 
30, 2009 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, Illinois and hereby report their findings 
offact and their recommendation as follows: 


SITE INFORMATION: See Staff Report (attached herewith). 


ANALYSIS OF SEVEN STANDARDS: After considering all the evidence and testimony presented at the 
public hearing, this Board makes the following analysis of the six standards listed in Section 9.08© (Standards 
for Special Use Permits) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance that must all be found in the 
affirmative prior to recommending granting of the petition. 


1.	 That the proposed special use will not be unreasonably detrimental to the value of other property in 
the neighborhood in which it is to be located or the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general 
welfare at large. The proposed special use will not be unreasonably detrimental to the value of 
other property in the neighborhood in which it is to be located or the public health, safety, 
morals, comfort or general welfare at large due to the nature of the use (being a dwelling for the 
son ofthe farm owner on a site that is not farm land). STANDARD MET. 


2.	 That the location and size of the special use, the nature and intensity of the operation involved in or 
conducted in connection with it, and the location of the site with respect to streets giving access to it 
are such that the special use will not dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to prevent 
development and use of neighboring property in accordance with the applicable zoning district 
regulations. In determining whether the special use will so dominate the immediate neighborhood, 
consideration shall be given to: 


a.	 The location, nature and height of building, structures, walls and fences on the site; and, 


b.	 The nature and extent of proposed landscaping and screening on the proposed site. 


The location and size of the special use, tbe nature and intensity ofthe operation involved in or 
conducted in connection with it, and the location of tbe site with respect to streets giving access 
to it are such that the special use will not dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to prevent 







development and use of neighboring property in accordance with the AG-l zoning district 
regulations, as there are nine (9) other non-farm dwellings within Y2 mile of the subject site. 
STANDARD MET. 


3.	 That off-street parking and loading areas will be provided in accordance with the standards set forth in 
these regulations. The site is large enough so that adequate off-street parking and loading areas 
can be provided. STANDARD MET. 


4.	 That adequate utilities, ingress/egress to the site, access roads, drainage and other such necessary 
facilities have been or will be provided. Adequate utilities, ingress/egress to the site from W. Pond 
Road, access roads, drainage and other such necessary facilities have been or will be provided. 
STANDARD MET. 


5.	 That the proposed use can be operated in a manner that is not detrimental to the permitted 
developments and uses in the zoning district; can be developed and operated in a manner that is 
visually compatible with the permitted uses in the surrounding area; and is deemed essential or 
desirable to preserve and promote the public health, safety and general welfare of Ogle County. The 
proposed use of a single-family dwelling can be operated in a manner that is not detrimental to 
the permitted developments and uses in the AG-l zoning district. STANDARD MET. 


6.	 That the proposed special use complies with all provisions of the applicable district regulations. The 
proposed special use appears to comply with all provisions of the AG-l district regulations. 
STANDARD MET. 


RECOMMENDATION: After considering all the evidence and testimony presented, this Board finds that the 
application meets all the standards as found in Section 9.08© of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning 
Ordinance. 


Therefore, the Zoning Board of Appeals hereby recommends that a Special Use Permit be granted to allow a 
dwelling for the son ofthe farm owner in the AG-l Agricultural District. 


ROLL CALL VOTE: The roll call vote was 5 members for the motion to recommend granting, 0 
opposed. 


Respectfully submitted this 30th day of July 2009 by the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals. 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 
Maurice Bronkema 
Jason Sword 
Randall Anderson 
Curtis Freeberg 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 


ATTEST: 


n~[H~ 
Michael Reibel, Secretary 


By: Mark E. Miller, Acting Secretary 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS   )
                    )SS
COUNTY OF OGLE      )


In the Matter of the Petition
              of
Eugene E. Davis, James M. Davis, Dorothy M. Modeler,
Michael R. Modeler and Quentin H. Davis Living Trust
by Quentin Davis, Trustee, Leaf River Township
Ogle County, Illinois


               Testimony of Witnesses
               Produced, Sworn and
               Examined on this 30th day
               of July 2009
               before the Ogle County
               Zoning Board of Appeals


Present:
Maurice Bronkema
Randall Anderson
Curtis Freeberg
Jason Sword
Bruce McKinney, Chairman
Mark Miller, Zoning Staff
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Next order of business?
2           MR. MILLER:  The next order of business is
3      to consider a request filed June 18th, 2009 of
4      Eugene E. Davis, 2614 Kristie Road, Dothan,
5      Alabama; James M. Davis, 1611 Hickory Avenue,
6      Panama City, Florida; Dorothy M. Modeler, 210 N.
7      Wesley Avenue, Mt. Morris; Michael R. Modeler,
8      1007 W. 6th Street, Sterling, Illinois; and
9      Quentin H. Davis Living Trust, Quentin Davis


10      Trustee, 13779 W. White Oak Road, Forreston,
11      Illinois for a Special Use Permit to allow a
12      dwelling for the son of the farm owner in AG-1
13      Agricultural District on property described as
14      follows and owned by Eugene E. Davis; James M.
15      Davis; Dorothy M. Modeler; and Michael R.
16      Modeler; and being purchased by Quentin H. Davis
17      Living Trust:
18           Part of the SW1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 26


          Leaf River Township, 1.0 acre more or
19           less.  Common location being 4828 W. Pond


          Road.
20
21           For the record, a sign was posted along
22      the frontage of the premises indicating that a
23      zoning hearing is to be held regarding this
24      property.  All adjoining owners have been
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1      notified of the hearing this evening and the
2      specifics of the petition and a legal notice was
3      published in the July 6th edition of the Ogle
4      County Life notifying the public of the hearing
5      this evening and the specifics of the petition.
6           Under the staff report, a copy of which is
7      on file and the Board members have received,
8      under general information I'll point out that
9      the existing land use is residential -- is that


10      correct -- the proposed 1.0-acre special use
11      site contains a guest house accessory to an
12      existing farm dwelling.  Approximately 94
13      percent of the proposed special use site is in
14      timber, dwelling and yard area.  The remainder
15      of the site is in cropland.  Surrounding Land
16      Use and Zoning:  The proposed special use site
17      is located within a predominantly agricultural
18      area.  There are several large lot residential
19      uses within the immediate area.  There are nine
20      nonfarm dwellings within a half mile of the
21      site.  Land immediately adjacent to the proposed
22      special use site to the north, east and west is
23      in agricultural use and is zoned AG-1.  Land
24      immediately adjacent to the south is in a large
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1      lot 10-acre residential use and zoned AG-1.
2      Zoning History:  None.  Special Information,
3      Public Utilities:  None.  Transportation:  West
4      Pond Road at the site is a gravel surfaced,
5      Township maintained road.  North Mt. Morris Road
6      north of Illinois Route 72 is a gravel surfaced,
7      Township maintained road.  Physical
8      Characteristics:  The site is located on an
9      upland sloping and well-drained side slope.


10      There are no wetlands, floodplain or areas of
11      surface water ponding on the site.
12           According to the Ogle County Digital Soil
13      Survey, soil types on the site are 280C2 -
14      Fayette silt loam; and 509C2 - Whalan loam.  The
15      soils identified on the site are classified as
16      "Farmland of Statewide Importance".  The 509C2
17      soil series which accounts for approximately 40
18      percent of the total site area is rated as being
19      "Very Limited" for septic fields due to slow
20      water movement and depth to bedrock.  The 280C2
21      soil series which accounts for the remainder of
22      the site is rated as being "Somewhat Limited"
23      for septic fields due to slow water movement.
24           Under the LESA, the LESA score of 185.8
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  I'll entertain a motion to
2      go into a public hearing.
3           MR. SWORD:  I'll so move.
4           MR. ANDERSON:  Second.
5           MR. McKINNEY:  Moved and seconded to go
6      into a public hearing.  All those in favor
7      signify by saying aye.
8                     (All those simultaneously
9                     responded.)


10           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
11      Motion passed.  We're in a public hearing.
12      Petitioners please -- whoever is going to be
13      speaking.
14           MR. DAVIS:  Do you want both of us or can
15      just one represent --
16           MR. McKINNEY:  One can represent or if she
17      wants to also have something to add then --
18                   QUENTIN H. DAVIS,
19      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Give Julie your name and
21      address.
22           MR. DAVIS:  Quentin H. Davis.  First name
23      is Q-U-E-N-T-I-N.  Last name D-A-V-I-S.  It's
24      13779 West White Oak Road, Forreston, Illinois.
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1      indicates a Low rating for protection.  The Land
2      Evaluation portion being 72.8 and the
3        Site Assessment being 113.
4           In a letter on file from the Illinois
5      Department of Natural Resources, that reads in
6      part the Illinois Natural Heritage Database
7      contains no record of state-threatened --
8      state-listed threatened or endangered species,
9      Illinois Natural Area Inventory sites, dedicated


10      Illinois nature preserves or registered land and
11      water reserves in the vicinity of the project
12      and the consultation is terminated.
13           At the July 23rd meeting of the Ogle
14      County Regional Planning Commission, Mr. Ocken
15      made a motion to recommend approval of Petition
16      No. 2-09SU.  The motion was seconded by
17      Mr. Colson and the motion carried by a roll call
18      vote of 7 to 0.
19           I have a letter from the Leaf River
20      Township Planning Commission and Planning and
21      Township Board which states they have no
22      objection to this petition dated July 13th,
23      2009.
24           Mr. Chairman, that's all I have.
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your
2      petition.
3           MR. DAVIS:  Well, I'm purchasing the
4      62-acre farm and we'd like to track off 1 acre
5      that's got an existing log cabin or home to have
6      as a separate residence.  My son would be
7      purchasing that and he qualifies under the new
8      stimulus package to be a first-time home buyer,
9      so he'd benefit from that.  Basically the farm


10      was bought by our great, great grandfather about
11      1880 I think and it's been in -- my grandfather
12      and it would be Dorothy's dad were brothers and
13      so her side of the family had that farm since
14      then and her brother, Eugene, lives in Dothan,
15      Alabama and grew up on the farm and enjoys
16      coming up once in a while and thought he wanted
17      to kind of come up here in the summertime and
18      enjoy the land and then go back south where we
19      like to go in the wintertime too, but his family
20      situation changed a little bit and his health
21      situation changed and he decided he's not going
22      to be able to come up and use the building that
23      he had built there.  It was built as a guest
24      house accessory to the farm buildings and like I
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1      say, with us purchasing we'll just -- our
2      situation would be to track that off as a
3      separate parcel and our son would purchase that
4      and I'll have the rest of the surrounding land.
5           MR. McKINNEY:  I believe you said at the
6      Planning Commission your son is not married?
7           MR. DAVIS:  That's correct, he's single.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  What the square footage of
9      that house?


10           MR. DAVIS:  I think it shows on the plan
11      it's 527, but you know, it's got a kitchen, it's
12      got a bathroom, it's got a bedroom and a living
13      area.  It's just -- it's small.  It was built as
14      a weekender cabin kind of thing, but I think a
15      single man can use it well.  It's got a full
16      porch on the front side and a small porch on the
17      back.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  I love it.  I wish I had
19      something like that out on a lake.  I guess my
20      biggest concern is your son is going to live
21      there, get married, the wife wants a little bit
22      bigger house or a kid will come along and they
23      have to get a bigger house and then, you know --
24           MR. DAVIS:  Well, we've talked to the log
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1      farmed it they had some dairy cattle there, but
2      probably for the last -- yeah, a long time
3      there's not been any livestock.
4           MR. McKINNEY:  Now, do you farm this land?
5           MR. DAVIS:  I own some farmland in
6      Forreston also where my residence is.  I cash
7      rent that and initially I would probably cash
8      rent this, but I wouldn't say that I would never
9      farm it because I grew up on a farm, my son grew


10      up on a farm, we've raised livestock, but we
11      don't intend to have any there.
12           MR. FREEBERG:  You say you grew up on a
13      farm, but you're not actively farming?
14           MR. DAVIS:  Not actively farming.  I grew
15      up actually on the other side of Leaf River on a
16      hundred and eighty acres.  I raised livestock
17      and put myself through college.  I still have a
18      love for the land.  Once you get started it's
19      hard to not continue to have that.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  My problem with this and I
21      have a problem with this whole section of the
22      Zoning Ordinance, but we got to enforce it the
23      way it is, but on one hand we say even if you go
24      to R-2 you got to have 2 acres to set a parcel
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1      home company and it certainly can be added on
2      to.  We've confirmed with them that there's the
3      ability to add to it, so it probably would have
4      to be increased in size ultimately to use it for
5      anything other than just a weekender kind of
6      cabin.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Yeah.
8           MR. BRONKEMA:  Have you got enough area to
9      expand -- enough acreage?


10           MR. DAVIS:  Yeah, there's clearance to the
11      west and north and east and south all the way
12      really, there's -- there's --
13           MR. BRONKEMA:  Without getting into the
14      septic tank one way.
15           MR. SWORD:  Where's the septic field at?
16           MR. DAVIS:  It's to the north in the
17      clearing once you get -- break out of the trees
18      there that little bit of -- or corner that -- I
19      don't know if the boundary actually shows on
20      yours -- yeah, yeah, back in there is where the
21      septic is.
22           MR. FREEBERG:  Is there ever any livestock
23      in that land behind it?
24           MR. DAVIS:  Not for many years.  When they
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1      aside for a residence and then we kind of
2      backdoor it through these things that if
3      somebody, even though they're not a farmer,
4      somebody from Chicago can come out here and buy
5      40, 60 acres and all the sudden that makes them
6      a farmer and they can build a house for their
7      kid or some kid that doesn't have access --
8      let's say he didn't win the genetic lottery that
9      grew up right down the road in Leaf River or


10      Mt. Morris could not come out and do the same
11      thing, but that's -- that's the way the Zoning
12      Ordinance is written and my impression -- I
13      don't know.  I ask these guys -- I know there's
14      a definition in there for a farm, anything over
15      40 acres, but what's the definition of a farmer?
16      We talk about a place for the son of farmers and
17      what was the intent?  Does that go way back in
18      the horse days when a kid wants to help the dad
19      out farming and so, oh, you can't live in town
20      and ride the horse all the way out there so
21      you're going to let them build a building for
22      him out there -- or where does all this come
23      from?
24           MR. McKINNEY:  That's something we can't
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1      really settle tonight.  We have to look at the
2      zoning laws as they're written right now.
3           MR. DAVIS:  Well, I would say that
4      actually when I sat down with Mike Reibel
5      initially I said -- you know, he said there's a
6      couple ways to do this and I said, well, let's
7      do it the easiest, simplest and least
8      complicated way.  One other criteria is just
9      that it's a wooded site also qualifies for that


10      same paragraph of being able to track it off
11      and he said let's put it down -- because your
12      son is going to live there let's put it down
13      under that one, but it seems like it qualifies
14      under two criteria.  That one and the fact that
15      there were five criteria listed and one of them
16      if it's a primarily wooded property, so for what
17      that's worth I just -- I know when I sat down
18      with Mike he said, yeah, let's just put this one
19      down.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  I'm not saying that
21      happened in this situation, but somebody could
22      go through this process and more or less game
23      the system, come out here -- and I'm not saying
24      you did that or anybody else, but they come out
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1      lot size with the -- required for the zoning
2      district, so ordinarily, you know, if somebody
3      wanted to make this -- a residence out of this
4      it wouldn't be allowed, but because of the other
5      thing because you own 40 acres and that makes
6      you a farmer your son can do it, so --
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Does your son have any
8      plans in the future -- you know, you said you
9      cash rented this.  Would he have any interest in


10      the future of farming this land?
11           MR. DAVIS:  He could.  You know, I mean,
12      we've got -- I've got -- actually I've got three
13      tractors now.  I've got the Ford Ferguson that
14      my grandfather bought back in 1954 and two other
15      tractors at my place and I -- you know, I do
16      fencing and things.  I've got eight cattle on my
17      place in the pasture, but -- but as far as crop
18      farming I'm not doing that right now.  Whether
19      he could or would, it's possible, but I can't --
20      you know, I'm not going to promise that.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Does anybody else have any
22      questions?
23           MR. SWORD:  No.
24           MR. ANDERSON:  No.
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1      here and buy 40 acres or 60 acres and then they
2      say I want to have a guesthouse in 2008 and in
3      2009 they say, whoops, I changed my mind, I want
4      to knock off an acre of that and make it into a
5      residence under the -- yeah, there's several
6      things it qualifies under and so we end up -- we
7      talked about spot zoning and so we end up with
8      1-acre lot out in the country with private sewer
9      and water and under our ordinary zoning maps,


10      like I said, an R-2 would require 2 acres, so we
11      kind of get backed into something that just if a
12      normal person came along wouldn't be allowed.
13           MR. DAVIS:  Like I say, I just -- I sat
14      down with Mike and said what can we do here and
15      this was kind of the way we put it together and
16      I can certainly assure you I'm not coming out
17      here from Chicago.  I was born and raised in
18      Ogle County, grew up in Leaf River.
19           MR. FREEBERG:  I know, but I'm just making
20      a point the same thing could happen.  It says
21      here as far as the guesthouse, the guesthouse
22      may not be separated from the zoning lot on
23      which it is constructed unless all resulting
24      lots, parcels or zoning lots meet the minimum
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Thank you.  I believe
2      there's nobody -- no letter of appearance filed.
3      Is there anybody here that wishes to testify in
4      favor of this petition?  Anybody that wishes to
5      testify opposing this petition?
6                    NEITA WEBSTER,
7      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
8           MS. WEBSTER:  Neita Webster, N-E-I-T-A
9      W-E-B-S-T-E-R, 4655 West Pond Road, Leaf River.


10      And I don't exactly oppose this, but I have some
11      questions as Mr. Freeberg does, that this is --
12      it's a potential to be a backdoor way into
13      having little 1-acre bits of residential
14      properties.  I live right across the road from
15      this -- and I lost my train of thought.  I
16      understand that this property qualifies for a
17      special use permit on a couple counts.  One is
18      the property is wooded?  Yes, it is.  And one is
19      a relative of the farmer and as I understand
20      this was probably designed to have a child come
21      in and help a parent farm.  I don't think this
22      is the farmer in the sense of Ogle County
23      farmers.  It's not somebody who's living on the
24      land, farming the land and I'm just concerned
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1      that this is -- it's a potential for having
2      little 1-acre parcels.
3           MR. ANDERSON:  How many acres do you own?
4           MS. WEBSTER:  I'm sorry?
5           MR. ANDERSON:  How many acres do you own?
6           MS. WEBSTER:  Five.
7           MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.
8           MR. FREEBERG:  If -- I kind of know where
9      you're coming from.  It bothers me because, like


10      he said, if his son gets married and decides to
11      move it's going to be a nice little parcel for
12      somebody that can't afford something bigger to
13      come out in the country and --
14           MS. WEBSTER:  Yeah, I'm not saying that
15      Mr. Davis or his son has any intention of doing
16      that, but I think the potential is there and
17      perhaps the zoning requirements or the special
18      use permits, perhaps that needs to be looked at,
19      but the potential is there for little bits --
20           MR. FREEBERG:  Would you feel better if
21      they increased the size of the thing to 3 acres
22      and called it an R-2 so there was a parcel of
23      land over there to go with the house?
24           MS. WEBSTER:  Probably would, yeah, 3
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1      be.  Marcia is back there shaking her head.  I
2      don't know.
3           MR. MILLER:  It would be recorded.  Once
4      it was recorded it would be conveyable as a
5      parcel.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  All right.  I stand
7      corrected.
8           MS. WEBSTER:  So I'm sorry, can I -- so it
9      wouldn't have to be -- if Mr. Davis' son moved


10      out it would not have to be rezoned?
11           MR. MILLER:  Correct.  It applied -- or if
12      more than one of those five criteria was met he
13      could have applied as being over 50 percent not
14      tillable and if that were in either case
15      approved the 1 acre could be recorded and
16      conveyable, sold to someone else.
17           MS. WEBSTER:  Because that wasn't our
18      understanding at the township level when we went
19      to the meeting.  They said it would have to be
20      rezoned, so apparently that wasn't correct.
21           MR. FREEBERG:  So you're saying it's your
22      understanding if the son sells it a family or
23      three or four could come out there and buy that
24      house and move in?
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1      acres would -- would feel a little better than
2      1, because -- and it is, it's a cute little
3      place and for one single man it's probably fine,
4      but for a couple, for a family you would have to
5      do I think something and it's my understanding
6      this is going to stay zoned R-1 but the door is
7      going to be open.
8           MR. FREEBERG:  Actually it's going to stay
9      AG-1, isn't it?


10           MS. WEBSTER:  I'm sorry, I misspoke.
11      AG-1.
12           MR. BRONKEMA:  If you increase it to 3 or
13      5 acres it would make it that much more.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  But I believe that if
15      Mr. Davis' son moves out and that becomes
16      available and they want to sell this off they
17      can't sell it as it is because it's a special
18      use.  They would have to sell it off as either
19      ag or residential, therefore they -- that person
20      would have to come in and purchase more land to
21      be able to qualify for residential.
22           MR. FREEBERG:  I don't know about that.
23      Once we establish that as a tax parcel by itself
24      that -- I don't know what the requirements would
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  I don't think a family of
2      three or four would move into that house.
3           MS. WEBSTER:  But it's possible.
4           MR. McKINNEY:  The Beverly Hillbillies.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  Or immigrants.
6           MS. WEBSTER:  I guess that's exactly my
7      concern, we've opened the door.  That's my
8      concern that if it doesn't have to be then
9      rezoned R-1 -- if it doesn't -- if it doesn't


10      have to go from Ag to R-1 then we have opened
11      the door then and I have a bigger problem with
12      it.
13           MR. FREEBERG:  I don't know for sure, but
14      I know we have all kinds of residences on AG-1
15      land that were built through special use permits
16      that are sold and -- bought and sold and traded
17      on a regular basis, so I don't know.
18           MR. BRONKEMA:  Did you mention how the
19      township voted on this or -- if you did, I
20      missed it.
21           MR. MILLER:  They had no objection.
22           MS. WEBSTER:  But there was also a
23      discussion they were under the impression that
24      it would have to be -- if Mr. Davis' son would
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1      sell it it would have to go from AG-1 to some
2      kind of residential, that it would have to be
3      rezoned.
4           MR. DAVIS:  I don't think you were at the
5      township meeting.  At the township they did
6      not --
7           MS. WEBSTER:  The Planning Commission,
8      yes, I'm sorry, because we didn't know about the
9      meeting last week.


10           MR. ANDERSON:  I was under that they're
11      saying that all special use or variances
12      attached to the property code and not to the
13      existing land owner, so just what Mark was
14      talking about, so --
15           MR. FREEBERG:  The thing is that special
16      use --
17           MR. ANDERSON:  Well, under the existing --
18      what we have in place is what it is.  I mean,
19      we're not going to deliberate what should be or
20      what could be, but that's not what's in place
21      today and that's not what we're talking about,
22      what they get or what they don't get done, so --
23           MS. WEBSTER:  Right, I understand that and
24      that's why I -- initially I said I didn't come
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1           MR. DAVIS:  Well, I just go back to the
2      fact that when I approached Mike Reibel I said I
3      just want to -- you know, we're not trying to
4      pull a fast one here.  We're just buying
5      property and it makes sense for my son to move
6      into that dwelling because he is single and the
7      size works for him.  So when I approached Mike I
8      just said, you know, what's the simplest and
9      easiest way to do this.  It sounds like it meets


10      the criteria.  Maybe you don't like some of the
11      criteria that the ordinance reads, but I guess
12      my request would be that you follow the rules of
13      the requirement and again, we're not trying to
14      do something fast here.  It just fits into our
15      situation and I thought that's what we're doing
16      is what Mike thought was the best way to do it,
17      so thank you.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  With that, I'll entertain a
19      motion to go back into open session.
20           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
21           MR. SWORD:  Second.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
23      seconded to go back into open session.  All
24      those in favor signify by saying aye.
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1      to object, I just have a concern that we're
2      opening the door.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Thank you.
4           MR. FREEBERG:  Under the special use for
5      that single family it says at least one, so you
6      only to have one of the following criteria must
7      be met to issue a special use permit and it
8      qualifies under one and it qualifies under 2
9      that it's tree covered and then the fourth one


10      is it's going to be occupied by a son.  Nothing
11      says it has to be sold to another son because it
12      would still qualify to be what it is at least
13      under No. 2 as long as they don't knock down all
14      the trees, so in my view I think it's
15      unfortunate, but because of the way the zoning
16      ordinance is written what they're doing is
17      probably under the ordinance, but I don't like
18      it.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there anybody else here
20      that wishes to testify opposing the petition?
21           MR. DAVIS:  Do I get a chance to re --
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Yeah, just a second.
23      Seeing none, Mr. Davis, would you like to refute
24      and do a closing statement?
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1                     (All those simultaneously
2                     responded.)
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
4      Motion passed.  We're back into open session and
5      we'll go through our finding of facts.
6           MR. MILLER:  No. 1)  That the proposed
7      special use will not be unreasonably detrimental
8      to the value of other property in the
9      neighborhood in which it is located or the


10      public health, safety, morals, comfort or
11      general welfare at large.
12           MR. SWORD:  The proposed special use will
13      not be unreasonably detrimental to the value of
14      other property in the neighborhood in which it
15      is to be located or the public health, safety,
16      morals, comfort or other general welfare at
17      large due to the nature of the use which is
18      being a dwelling for the son of a farm owner on
19      the site that is not farmland.  I feel that
20      standard is met.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Agree.
22           MR. BRONKEMA:  Agree.
23           MR. ANDERSON:  Agree.
24           MR. MILLER:  No. 2)  That the location and
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1      size of the special use, the nature and
2      intensity of the operation involved in or
3      conducted in connection with and the location of
4      the site with respect to streets giving access
5      to it are such that the special use will not
6      dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to
7      prevent development and the use of neighboring
8      properties in accordance with the applicable
9      zoning district regulations.  In determining


10      whether the special use will so dominate the
11      immediate neighborhood consideration will be
12      given to A) the location and height of
13      buildings, structure, walls and fences on the
14      site and B) the nature and extent of proposed
15      landscaping and screening on the site.
16           MR. ANDERSON:  The location and size of
17      the special use, the nature and the intensity of
18      the operation involved in or conducted in
19      connection with it and location of the site with
20      respect to streets giving access to it are such
21      that the special use will not dominate the
22      immediate neighborhood so as to prevent
23      development and use of neighboring property in
24      accordance with the AG-1 Zoning District
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1      detrimental to the permitted developments and
2      uses in the zoning district, can be developed
3      and operated in a manner that is visually
4      compatible with the permitted uses in the
5      surrounding area and is deemed essential or
6      desirable to preserve and promote the public
7      health, safety and general welfare of Ogle
8      County.
9           MR. SWORD:  The proposed use of a


10      single-family dwelling can be operated in a
11      manner that is not detrimental to the permitted
12      developments and uses in the AG-1 Zoning
13      District.  I feel that standard is met.
14                     (All those agreed.)
15           MR. FREEBERG:  I agree.  The operative
16      words "can be".
17           MR. MILLER:  And No. 6)  That the proposed
18      special use complies with all provisions of the
19      applicable district regulations.
20           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, the proposed special
21      use appears to comply with all the provisions of
22      the AG-1 District regulations.  Standard met.
23                     (All those agreed.)
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Going through the six
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1      regulations as there are nine other nonfarm
2      dwellings within a half a mile of the subject
3      site.  I agree that standard is met.
4                     (All those agreed.)
5           MR. MILLER:  No. 3)  That off-street
6      parking and loading areas will be provided in
7      accordance with the standards set forth in these
8      regulations.
9           MR. BRONKEMA:  The site is large enough so


10      that adequate off-street parking and loading
11      areas can be provided.  Standard is met.
12                     (All those agreed.)
13           MR. MILLER:  No. 4)  That adequate
14      utilities, ingress/egress to the site, access
15      roads, drainage and other necessary facilities
16      have been or will be provided.
17           MR. BRONKEMA:  Adequate utilities,
18      ingress/egress on the site from West Pond Road
19      and access roads, drainage and other necessary
20      facilities have been and are provided for the
21      area.  It's all in place.  Standard is met.
22                     (All those agreed.)
23           MR. MILLER:  No. 5)  That the proposed use
24      can be operated in a manner that is not
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1      standards we've -- the Board feels that all
2      standards have been met.  With that, I'll
3      entertain a motion.
4           MR. BRONKEMA:  I'll make a motion that we
5      grant the special use permit to Applicant 2-09SU
6      with all the provisions being met.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there a second?
8           MR. FREEBERG:  I'll second that.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury has moved, Curt has


10      seconded to recommend approval to the County
11      Board of No. 02-09 Special Use.  Roll call.
12           MR. MILLER:  Anderson?
13           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
14           MR. MILLER:  Bronkema?
15           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
16           MR. MILLER:  Sword?
17           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
18           MR. MILLER:  Freeberg?
19           MR. FREEBERG:  Yes.
20           MR. MILLER:  McKinney?
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
22                     (By voice vote five ayes.)
23           MR. MILLER:  Five approved.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passed.
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1           MR. MILLER:  And this will go to the
2      Planning Assessment and Zoning Committee meeting
3      August 12th at 1 p.m. at the sheriff's
4      department and then the County Board final
5      Tuesday, August 18th at 5:30 p.m. and you're
6      welcome to attend.
7
8
9
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1           Now on this 30th day of July 2009, I do
2      signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3      before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
5
6
7


               Bruce McKinney, Chairman
8
9


10
11
12


               Michael Reibel,
13                Zoning Administrator
14
15
16
17


               Julie K. Edeus
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               IL License No. 084-003820
19                P.O. Box 381


               Dixon, Illinois  61021
20
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EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION


Property Identification No. 22-04-451-005 and 22-09-204-008
Common Location: 700 Block of Cottonwood Court







EXHIBIT “B”
FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS







Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals
 
911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 
815.732.1190 


Fax: 815.732.2229 


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION 
OF THE OGLE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 


This is the findings of fact and the recommendation of the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals 
concerning an application of Peter & Tammy Santi, 6 Dorchester Ct., Algonquin, IL, in case #04-09AM. 
The applicants are requesting a map amendment to change the zoning classification of Parcel Identification 
Nos. 22-04-451-005 and 22-09-204-008, a 23.4 acre parcel, from R-2 Single Family Residence District to 
IA Intermediate Agricultural District. Said parcel is part ofSection(s) 4 and 9, Township 22N, Range lOE 
ofthe 4th Principal Meridian and is located in Taylor Township in the 700 Block of Cottonwood Court. 


After due notice, as required by law, the Zoning Board ofAppeals held a public hearing in this case on July 
30,2009 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, Illinois and hereby report their 
findings of fact and their recommendation as follows: 


SITE INFORMATION: See StaffReport (attached herewith). 


ANALYSIS OF SEVEN STANDARDS: After considering all the evidence and testimony presented at 
the public hearing, this Board makes the following analysis ofthe six standards listed in Section 9.07(G) 
(Standards for Map Amendments) ofthe Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance that must all be found 
in the affirmative prior to recommending granting of the petition. 


1.	 That the proposed amendment will allow development that is compatible with existing uses and 
zoning of nearby property. The proposed amendment will allow development of the site for 
large-lot residential and agricultural use, which is compatible with the existing uses and 
zoning of nearby property. Standard met. 


2.	 That the County ofOgle and other service providers will be able to provide adequate public 
facilities and services to the property (including, but not necessarily limited to, schools, police and 
fire protection, roads and highways, water supply and sewage disposal), while maintaining adequate 
public facilities and levels of service to existing development. Use of the site for large-lot 
residential and agricultural use will not create a burden on the County of Ogle and other 
public service providers, and will actually provide stability and assurance that services can 
continue to be provided, as the existing zoning of the site will allow more intensive residential 
development. Standard met. 


3.	 That the proposed amendment will not result in significant adverse impacts on other property in the 
vicinity of the subject site or on the environment, including air, noise, stormwater management, 
wildlife and natural resources. No adverse impacts on other property in the vicinity of the 
subject site or on the environment, including air, noise, stormwater management, wildlife and 
natural resources are anticipated from the development of the site for large-lot residential 
and agricultural use, provided due caution is exercised in the location, design and 
construction of the dwelling in consideration of the potential physical limitations of the site. 
Standard met. 


1
 







4.	 That the subject property is suitable for the proposed zoning classification. The subject property 
is located on the edge of a medium-density residential area, but adjacent to large-lot rural 
residential uses and agricultural uses. The subject property is of a size and width that 
conforms to the IA Intermediate Agricultural District. These factors make the subject 
property suitable for the IA Intermediate Agricultural District. Standard met. 


5.	 That the proposed zoning classification is consistent with the trend of development, if any, in the 
general area ofthe subject property including changes, if any, which have taken place since the day 
the property in question was placed in its present zoning classification. There is a trend of 
development in the area of both medium-density residential and large-lot residential uses, 
making the proposed zoning classification of IA consistent with this trend. Standard met. 


6.	 That the proposed amendment is consistent with the public interest and not solely for the interest of 
the applicant, giving due consideration to the stated purpose and intent ofthe Amendatory Zoning 
Ordinance as set forth in Division 1 therein, the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) 
findings (if applicable), and the recommendation(s) ofthe Ogle County Regional Planning 
Commission with respect to the Ogle County Amendatory Comprehensive Plan. The proposed 
amendment is consistent with the public interest and not solely for the interest of the 
applicants, as it will ensure a low density of housing and allow uses that are compatible with 
the surrounding area. Also, the Regional Planning Commission has recommended approval. 
Standard met. 


RECOMMENDATION: We find that the proposed map amendment requested meets all the standards 
for recommending granting as found in Section 9.07(G) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning 
Ordinance and that such request is in the public interest. Therefore, the Zoning Board ofAppeals hereby 
recommends that the zoning district classification of the property described above be changed from 
R-2 Single Family Residence District to IA Intermediate Agricultural District. 


ROLL CALL VOTE: The roll call vote was 5 members for the motion to recommend granting, 0 
opposed. 


Respectfully submitted this 30th day of July 2009 by the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals. 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 
Maurice Bronkema 
Jason Sword 
Randall Anderson 
Curtis Freeberg 


Bruce McKinney, Chair 


ATTEST: 


Md[·H~ 
Michael Reibel, Secretary 


by Mark E. Miller, Acting Secretary 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS   )
                    )SS
COUNTY OF OGLE      )


In the Matter of the Petition
              of
Peter Santi and Tammy Santi, Taylor Township
Ogle County, Illinois


               Testimony of Witnesses
               Produced, Sworn and
               Examined on this 30th day
               of July 2009
               before the Ogle County
               Zoning Board of Appeals


Present:
Maurice Bronkema
Randall Anderson
Curtis Freeberg
Jason Sword
Bruce McKinney, Chairman
Mark Miller, Zoning Staff


Page 3


1           MR. McKINNEY:  Next order of business?
2           MR. MILLER:  Next order of business is to
3      consider the request filed June 17th, 2009 of
4      Peter and Tammy Santi, 6 Dorchester Court,
5      Algonquin, Illinois for an Amendment to the
6      Zoning District to rezone from R-2 Single-Family
7      Residence District to I-1 -- or IA Intermediate
8      Agricultural District on property described as
9      follows and owned by the Petitioners:


10           Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 Section 4
          and part of the W1/2 of the NE1/4 Section


11           9 in Taylor Township 22N, R10E of the 4th
          P.M., Ogle County, IL, 23.40 acres, more


12           or less.
          For the record, a sign was posted along


13      the frontage of the premises indicating that a
14      Zoning hearing is to be held regarding this
15      property.  All adjoining owners have been
16      notified of the hearing this evening and the
17      specifics of the petition and a legal notice was
18      published in the July sixth edition of the Ogle
19      County Life notifying the public of the hearing
20      this evening and the specifics of the petition.
21           Under the staff report, a copy of which is
22      on file and the Board members have received,
23      under general information the existing land use
24      is vacant.  Approximately 76.8 percent of the
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1      site is in an open area, grass, hay ground and
2      the remainder of the site is in trees and scrub
3      brush.  Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:  The
4      site is located in an area that contains a
5      mixture of medium density residential uses,
6      typically a third to a half acre lot size, large
7      lot residential uses and agricultural uses.  The
8      north approximately 357 feet of the westerly
9      boundary of the site is adjoined by land zoned


10      AG-1 Agricultural District.  All other adjoining
11      land is zoned R-2 Single-Family Residence
12      District.  The Zoning History:  The site and
13      other surrounding land was zoned R-2 in 1972
14      under Petition No. 10-72A and platted as the
15      Chattanooga Section of Lost Nation Subdivision.
16      The Chattanooga Section plat was officially
17      vacated by the Ogle County Board on August 19th,
18      1986 upon petition of the landowner.  Special
19      Information, Public Utilities:  The portion of
20      Lost Nation Subdivision adjacent to the site is
21      served by a public community water system.  No
22      public sanitary sewer system is available.
23      Transportation:  All roads within Lost Nation
24      and New Landing development are private roads.
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1      Cottonwood Court is a seal coat surfaced road.
2      Public road access to the site is via the Lost
3      Nation development to Flagg Road, a bituminous
4      surfaced, Ogle County highway.  Physical
5      Characteristics:  The site is part of an upland
6      convex side slope system.  A small portion of
7      the site is in stream bottom.  A small unnamed
8      stream flows generally east and west along the
9      north -- northern boundary of the site until it


10      joins the Babbling Brook which then flows
11      southwesterly along a portion of the northwest
12      boundary of the site.  There's no mapped FEMA
13      floodplain associated with the streams on or
14      near the site.  There are no mapped wetlands on
15      the site.  Slopes from the site range from
16      nearly level to moderately steep.  The site
17      ranges in elevation from approximately 768 feet
18      in the north -- southeast corner -- excuse me --
19      of the site to approximately 709 in the
20      northwest corner of the site.
21           According to the Ogle County Digital Soil
22      Survey, soil types on the site are 327B - Fox
23      loam; 440B - Jasper loam; 509E2 - Whalan loam;
24      570B - Martinsville silt loam; 570C2 -


Page 7


1           MR. McKINNEY:  This is a public hearing,
2      I'll entertain a motion to go into a public
3      hearing.
4           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  Second.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
7      seconded to go into a public hearing.  All those
8      in favor signify by saying aye.
9                     (All those simultaneously


10                     responded.)
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
12      Motion passed.  We're in a public hearing.  The
13      Petitioners, will they please come forward.
14      Will you raise your right hand.
15             PETER SANTI and TAMMY SANTI,
16      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Give Julie your names and
18      addresses.
19           TAMMY SANTI:  Tammy Santi, S-A-N-T-I, 6
20      Dorchester Court, Algonquin, Illinois, 60102.
21           PETER SANTI:  Peter Santi, 6 Dorchester
22      Court also, Algonquin, Illinois, 60102.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your
24      petition.
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1      Martinsville silt loam; 761D - Eleva fine sandy
2      loam; 919D - Rodman-Fox complex; 3776A - Comfrey
3      loam; and 3800A - Psamments.  Soils on the site
4      are predominantly well-drained with
5      approximately 1.7 percent of the site being
6      poorly drained.  64.6 percent of the soils on
7      site are classified as "Prime".  29.5 percent
8      are classified as "Farmland of Statewide
9      Importance".  5.9 percent are classified as none


10      -- "Not Prime Farmland".  91.1 percent of the
11      soils on-site are classified as "Somewhat
12      Limited" for septic fields due to slow water
13      movement.  And the remainder of the soils on the
14      site are classified as "Very Limited" for septic
15      fields due to seepage in the bottom layer, slow
16      water movement, depth to bedroom, filtering
17      capacity, flooding and ponding.  2.1 percent of
18      the soils on the site are occasionally or
19      frequently flooded.
20           For the LESA, the LESA score of      179.6
21      indicates a Low rating for protection.  The Land
22      Evaluation portion being                   73.6
23      and the Site Assessment of                106.
24           Mr. Chairman, that's all I have.
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1           TAMMY SANTI:  We'd like the opportunity to
2      erect a pole barn in order to store items in
3      there that we currently use at the property
4      such as gardening equipment.  We have a couple
5      of ATVs that we purchased and we want the
6      rezoning for that reason.
7           PETER SANTI:  That's it.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  How long have you owned
9      this property?


10           TAMMY SANTI:  Three years.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Have you got any future
12      plans of coming before us changing the zoning
13      again from IA to residential for expanding the
14      subdivision out there?
15           PETER SANTI:  No.
16           MR. McKINNEY:  You want to keep it
17      farmland?
18           PETER SANTI:  We want to keep it farmland
19      and eventually build a home on it one day.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Is this land landlocked
21      except for the one entryway into Lost Nation?
22           PETER SANTI:  Yes.
23           TAMMY SANTI:  We own a lot in Lost Nation
24      actually.
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  You'll have no problem
2      getting farm equipment and equipment in and out
3      of there?
4           PETER SANTI:  Not -- no, we don't see any
5      at that point because it is being mowed at this
6      point for the hay on it, so the farmer that does
7      come has full access to the land with his
8      equipment.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  So you don't -- you don't


10      do the farming, you rent that out?
11           PETER SANTI:  No, someone comes and just
12      takes the hay off of it for us right now.
13           TAMMY SANTI:  They cut a couple times a
14      year.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Questions?
16           MR. FREEBERG:  So are you planning on
17      doing your own haying in the future or --
18           PETER SANTI:  It would be nice.
19           TAMMY SANTI:  Maybe someday we'd like to
20      try.
21           MR. BRONKEMA:  Is the total 22 acres or do
22      you own the rest of this up here?
23           TAMMY SANTI:  No -- yeah, we just own --
24      that's our property line, that's owned by a
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1           MR. SWORD:  No.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Have a seat.
3           MR. BRONKEMA:  I guess the only question
4      is your building will probably be built where
5      you're proposing for a house?  You're not going
6      to build it a hundred yards away or something
7      like that, are you?
8           TAMMY SANTI:  No, no, we'll put it in the
9      general vicinity where we think we'd eventually


10      want the house as well.
11           PETER SANTI:  In very close proximity to
12      the house.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  You share that driveway
14      with the farm that's just right off -- well,
15      it's on the south side of the driveway?
16           TAMMY SANTI:  Uh-huh, yes, we do.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  You got an easement and --
18           TAMMY SANTI:  The driveway is on both of
19      our properties actually, so we help them, you
20      know, in maintaining.
21           MR. FREEBERG:  At the Planning Commission
22      Mr. Reibel said you wanted to construct a horse
23      barn now and a house sometime in the future, so
24      are you going to have horses out there?
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1      neighbor.
2           MR. BRONKEMA:  Why such a crazy property
3      line?
4           TAMMY SANTI:  I don't have any idea.
5           PETER SANTI:  We bought it like that.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  I believe this land was one
7      time platted for a subdivision, but that plat
8      has been --
9           TAMMY SANTI:  Yeah, we actually have a


10      copy of it.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  -- vacated.
12           MR. MILLER:  We had a copy of that too and
13      it just was the way the lots and the streets --
14           MR. McKINNEY:  But the County Board has
15      vacated that plat.  Okay.  Any other questions?
16           MR. BRONKEMA:  Looks like he surveyed that
17      on a bad night.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  Well, it looks like it was
19      laid out for that subdivision, that's probably
20      why it's -- I tell you what, that place is hard
21      to find.  I do not like to go into Lost Nation
22      to find some property for this Board because I
23      get lost about every time.  I need breadcrumbs.
24      Any other questions?
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1           TAMMY SANTI:  I would love some day to
2      have a horse out there.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  You'll have a lot of
4      hay field to feed that horse.
5           TAMMY SANTI:  Perfect field for one,
6      absolutely.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?
8           MR. SWORD:  Nope.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Have a seat.  No


10      letters of appearance have been filed.  Is there
11      anybody here that wishes to testify in favor of
12      this petition?  Anybody here wishes to testify
13      opposing this petition?  I'll entertain a motion
14      to go back into open session.
15           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
16           MR. SWORD:  Second.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury moved, Jason seconded
18      to go back into open session.  All those in
19      favor signify by saying aye.
20                     (All those simultaneously
21                     responded.)
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
23      Motion passed.  We're back in open session.  If
24      nobody has anything else, we'll go into our
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1      finding of facts.
2           MR. MILLER:  No. 1)  That the proposed
3      amendment will allow a development that is
4      compatible with existing uses and zoning of
5      nearby property.
6           MR. ANDERSON:  The proposed amendment will
7      allow development on the site for large lot
8      residential and agricultural use which is
9      compatible with existing uses and zoning of


10      nearby properties.  I feel that standard is met.
11                     (All those agreed.)
12           MR. MILLER:  That the County of Ogle and
13      other service providers will be able to provide
14      adequate public facilities and services to the
15      property, including but not necessarily limited
16      to schools, police and fire protection, roads
17      and highways, water supply and sewage disposal
18      while maintaining adequate public facilities and
19      levels of service to existing development.
20           MR. SWORD:  Use of the site for large lot
21      residential and agricultural use will not create
22      a burden on the County of Ogle and other public
23      service providers.  It will actually provide
24      stability and assurance that services can
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1      proposed zoning classification.
2           MR. FREEBERG:  The subject property is
3      located on the edge of a medium density
4      residential area, but adjacent to large lot
5      rural residential uses and agriculture uses.
6      The subject property is the size and width that
7      conforms to the IA Intermediate Ag District.
8      These factors make the subject property suitable
9      for the Intermediate Agricultural District


10      designation.  I believe the standard is met.
11                     (All those agreed.)
12           MR. MILLER:  No. 5)  That the proposed
13      zoning classification is consistent with the
14      trend of development, if any, in the general
15      area of the subject property including changes,
16      if any, which have taken place since the day the
17      property in question was placed in its present
18      zoning classification.
19           MR. ANDERSON:  There is a trend of
20      development in the area of both medium density
21      residential and large lot residential uses
22      making the proposed zoning classification of IA
23      consistent with this trend.  I feel that
24      standard is met.
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1      continue to be provided.  As existing zoning,
2      the site will allow more intense residential
3      development.  I feel that standard is met.
4                     (All those agreed.)
5           MR. MILLER:  No. 3)  That the proposed
6      Amendment will not result in significant adverse
7      impacts on other property in the vicinity of the
8      subject site or on the environment including
9      air, noise, stormwater management and wildlife


10      and natural resources.
11           MR. BRONKEMA:  No adverse impact on other
12      properties in the vicinity of the subject site
13      or on the environment including air, noise,
14      stormwater management, wildlife and natural
15      resources are anticipated from the development
16      of the site for a large lot residential and
17      agriculture use provided due caution is
18      exercised in the location, design and
19      construction of the dwelling and consideration
20      of the potential physical limitations of the
21      site.  Standard is met.
22                     (All those agreed.)
23           MR. MILLER:  No. 4)  That the subject
24      property is suitable for proposed -- for the
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1                     (All those agreed.)
2           MR. MILLER:  No. 6)  That the proposed
3      Amendment is consistent with the public interest
4      and not solely for the interest of the applicant
5      giving due consideration to the stated purpose
6      and intent of the Amendatory Zoning Ordinance as
7      set forth in Division 1 therein and the
8      recommendations of the Ogle County Regional
9      Planning Commission with respect to the Ogle


10      County Amendatory Comprehensive Plan.
11           MR. SWORD:  The proposed Amendment is
12      consistent with the public interest and not
13      solely for the interest of the applicant as it
14      will ensure a low density of housing and allow
15      uses that are compatible with the surrounding
16      area.  Also the Regional Planning Commission has
17      recommended approval.  I feel that standard is
18      met.
19                     (All those agreed.)
20           MR. MILLER:  Have the Board members read
21      and considered the LaSalle factors as applied to
22      this petition?
23                     (All those simultaneously said
24                     yes.)
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  I'll entertain a motion.
2           MR. SWORD:  I'll make a motion that we
3      approve Petition No. 4-09 by Peter and Tammy
4      Santi to rezone from R-2 Single-Family
5      Residential to Intermediate Agriculture in light
6      of the standards have all been met.
7           MR. ANDERSON:  I'll second that.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Jason has moved, Randy has
9      seconded to approve -- or to recommend approval


10      for No. 04-09 Amendment from R-2 to IA.  Roll
11      call.
12           MR. MILLER:  Freeberg?
13           MR. FREEBERG:  Yes.
14           MR. MILLER:  Bronkema?
15           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
16           MR. MILLER:  Sword?
17           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
18           MR. MILLER:  Anderson?
19           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
20           MR. MILLER:  McKinney?
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
22                     (By voice vote five ayes.)
23           MR. MILLER:  Five yes.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passed.
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1           Now on this 30th day of July 2009, I do
2      signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3      before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
5
6
7


               Bruce McKinney, Chairman
8
9


10
11
12


               Michael Reibel,
13                Zoning Administrator
14
15
16
17


               Julie K. Edeus
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               IL License No. 084-003820
19                P.O. Box 381


               Dixon, Illinois  61021
20
21
22
23
24
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1           MR. MILLER:  This will go to the Planning
2      Assessment and Zoning Committee for the
3      recommendation August 12th at 1 p.m. at the
4      sheriff's department and for the County Board
5      decision on August 18th at 5:30 -- 5:30 p.m.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  You're welcome to attend
7      that and also the County Board meeting.
8
9


10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION


That part of the East ½ of the Southeast 1/4 of Section 30, Township 24 North, Range 10 East of the 4th Principal
Meridian, bounded and described as follows: Beginning at the point of intersection of the West line of the East ½ of
the Southeast 1/4 of said Section 30 and the centerline of the public road designated as Mud Creek Road; thence
south along said west line a distance of 865'; thence east a distance of 400'; thence north to the centerline of Mud
Creek Road; thence west along said centerline to the point of beginning, containing 7.6 acres, more or less, subject
to land being used for public road purposes.


Part of Property Identification No. 09-30-400-008
Common Location: 2200 Block of W. Mud Creek Road







EXHIBIT “B”
FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS







Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals 
911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 - 815.732.1190 
Fax: 815.732.2229 


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION
 
OF THE OGLE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
 


This is the fmdings of fact and the recommendation of the Ogle County Zoning Board ofAppeals 
concerning an application ofAnderson Family Trust, Eric G. Anderson, Trustee, 1993 W. Mud Creek Rd., 
Oregon, IL, in case #05-09AM. The applicant is requesting a map amendment to change the zoning 
classification ofpart ofParcel Identification No. 09-30-400-008, a 7.60 acre parcel, from AG-l 
Agricultural District to R-l Rural Residence District. Said parcel is part of Section 30, Township 24N, 
Range 10E of the 4th Principal Meridian and is located in Rockvale Township in the 2200 Block ofW. 
Mud Creek Road. 


After due notice, as required by law, the Zoning Board ofAppeals held a public hearing in this case on 
July 30,2009 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, Illinois and hereby report their 
fmdings of fact and their recommendation as follows: 


SITE INFORMATION: See Staff Report (attached herewith). 


ANALYSIS OF SEVEN STANDARDS: After considering all the evidence and testimony presented at 
the public hearing, this Board makes the following analysis of the six standards listed in Section 9.07(G) 
(Standards for Map Amendments) ofthe Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance that must all be 
found in the affmnative prior to recommending granting of the petition. 


1.	 That the proposed amendment will allow development that is compatible with existing uses and 
zoning ofnearby property. Development of the site for residential use is incompatible with the 
existing agricultural uses and agricultural zoning of nearby properties. Development of a 
residential use in this area will encourage premature residential development in an 
agricultural area. Standard not met. 


2.	 That the County of Ogle and other service providers will be able to provide adequate public 
facilities and services to the property (including, but not necessarily limited to, schools, police and 
fire protection, roads and highways, water supply and sewage disposal), while maintaining 
adequate public facilities and levels ofservice to existing development. The development of the 
site for residential use will not create a burden on the County of Ogle and other public 
service providers because only one house will be constructed on the site that fronts on a 
County highway, and also due to its relative proximity to urban services. Standard met. 


3.	 That the proposed amendment will not result in significant adverse impacts on other property in 
the vicinity of the subject site or on the environment, including air, noise, stormwater management, 
wildlife and natural resources. No adverse impacts on other property in the vicinity of the 
subject site or on the environment, including air, noise, stormwater management, wildlife 
and natural resources are anticipated from the development of the site. Standard met. 


1
 







4.	 That the subject property is suitable for the proposed zoning classification. The site is 
inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the R-l Rural Residence District, the site is 
located within a predominately agricultural area, there is a potential hazard of groundwater 
contamination from septic systems, and the site is currently being farmed. These factors 
make the site unsuitable for the R-l Rural Residence District. Standard not met. 


5.	 That the proposed zoning classification is consistent with the trend of development, if any, in the 
general area of the subject property including changes, if any, which have taken place since the 
day the property in question was placed in its present zoning classification. There is no trend of 
development in the immediate area other than agricultural uses and residential uses on pre­
existing parcels. The proposed zoning classification is inconsistent with this trend and the 
existing zoning of the surrounding land. Standard not met. 


6.	 That the proposed amendment is consistent with the public interest and not solely for the interest 
of the applicant, giving due consideration to the stated purpose and intent of the Amendatory 
Zoning Ordinance as set forth in Division I therein, the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
(LESA) fmdings (if applicable), and the recommendation(s) of the Ogle County Regional Planning 
Commission with respect to the Ogle County Amendatory Comprehensive Plan. The proposed 
amendment is inconsistent with the public interest and is solely for the interest of the 
applicant. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with the stated purpose and intent of 
the Amendatory Zoning Ordinance. The Regional Planning Commission has recommended 
denial. Standard not met. 


RECOMMENDATION: We fmd that the proposed map amendment requested does not meet all the 
standards for recommending granting as found in Section 9.07(0) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning 
Ordinance and that such request is not in the public interest. Therefore, the Zoning Board ofAppeals 
hereby recommends that the zoning district classification of the property described above not be changed 
from AO-l Agricultural District to R-l Rural Residence District. 


ROLL CALL VOTE: The roll call vote was 4 members for the motion to recommend denial, 1 opposed. 


Respectfully submitted this 30th day of July 2009 by the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals. 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 
Maurice Bronkema 
Jason Sword 
Randall Anderson 
Curtis Freeberg 


Bruce McKinney, Chair 


ATTEST: 


H~L·H~ 
Michael Reibel, Secretary 


by Mark E. Miller, Acting Secretary 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS   )
                    )SS
COUNTY OF OGLE      )


In the Matter of the Petition
              of
Anderson Family Trust, Eric G. Anderson Trustee,
Rockvale Township


Ogle County, Illinois


               Testimony of Witnesses
               Produced, Sworn and
               Examined on this 30th day
               of July 2009
               before the Ogle County
               Zoning Board of Appeals


Present:
Maurice Bronkema
Randall Anderson
Curtis Freeberg
Jason Sword
Bruce McKinney, Chairman
Mark Miller, Zoning Staff
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Next order of business?
2           MR. MILLER:  The next order of business is
3      to consider the request filed June 19th, 2009 of
4      Anderson Family Trust, Eric G. Anderson Trustee,
5      1993 West Mud Creek Road, Oregon, Illinois for
6      an Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone
7      from AG-1 Agricultural District to R-1 Rural
8      Residence District on property described as
9      follows and owned by the Petitioners:


10           Part of the NE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 30
          Rockvale Township, Ogle County, IL, 7.60


11           acres, more or less.
12           For the record, a sign was posted along
13      the frontage of the premises indicating that a
14      zoning hearing is to be held regarding this
15      property.  All adjoining owners have been
16      notified of the hearing this evening and the
17      specifics of the petition and a legal notice was
18      published in the July 6th, 2009 edition of the
19      Ogle County Life notifying the public of the
20      hearing this evening and the specifics of the
21      petition.
22           Under the staff report, a copy of which is
23      on file and the Board members have received,
24      under general information I would point out that


Page 2


1                       INDEX
2
3 Witness                                       Page
4 Eric Anderson. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8
5 Richard Petitt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18
6 Merle Snodgrass. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
7 Tom Snodgrass. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
8
9


10
11
12
13
14 End. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24


Page 4


1      the existing land use is cropland, row crop
2      production.  Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:
3      The site is located within a predominantly
4      agricultural area.  There are 11 nonfarm
5      dwellings located within a half a mile of the
6      site.  All surrounding land is zoned AG-1
7      Agricultural District.  Zoning History:  None.
8      Public Utilities:  None.  Transportation:  West
9      Mud Creek Road is a hot mix surface, Ogle County


10      highway.  The Physical Characteristics:  The
11      site is located on a well-drained upland side
12      slope.  The elevations on the site range from
13      over 837 feet on the north part of the site to
14      less than 787 feet in the southern part of the
15      site.  The slopes on site range from gently
16      sloping to moderately/very steep.  There are no
17      floodplains or wetlands present on the site.
18           According to the Ogle County Digital Soil
19      Survey, soil types on the site are 403F -
20      Elizabeth loam; 419C2 - Flagg silt loam; 509D2 -
21      Whalan loam; 675B - Greenbush silt loam.
22      Approximately 43 percent of the soils on the
23      site are classified as "Prime".  Approximately
24      34.2 percent are classified as "Farmland of
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1      Statewide Importance".  Approximately 22.8
2      percent are classified as "Not Farm" -- "Not
3      Prime Farmland".  Approximately 22.8 percent of
4      the sites are classified as "Very Limited" for
5      septic fields due to slow water movement, depth
6      to bedrock and slope.  The remainder of the
7      soils on site, approximately 77.2 percent, are
8      classified as "Somewhat Limited" for septic
9      fields due to slow water movement and depth to


10      saturated zone.  The soils on the site are not
11      flooded or ponded.
12           For the LESA, the LESA score of      193.3
13      indicates a Low rating for protection.  The Land
14      Evaluation of 73 --                        72.3
15      -- excuse me -- and a Site Assessment of  121.
16           In a letter from the Ogle County Soil and
17      Water Conservation District, the district lists
18      the following facts derived from the soil --
19      soils in the land evaluation and any other
20      additional site facts that could be a concern
21      for the protection of our County's natural
22      resources and they point out Land Evaluation
23      score of 72.43 out of a hundred points.  No. 2)
24      Most of the site appears to be in continuous row
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1      Mr. Colson made a -- made a motion to recommend
2      approval of Petition 5-09 Amend.  The motion was
3      seconded by Mr. Poole.  The motion carried on a
4      role call vote of four in favor and three
5      opposed.  Mr. Chairman, that's all I have.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  I don't think that's
7      correct.  That failed, didn't it?
8           MR. FUNK:  It failed.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Yeah, they went through it


10      the first time and it was a 3-4 to approve, so
11      they made a new motion to deny the petition and
12      I believe that passed 4-3.
13           MR. FUNK:  The affirmative on the second
14      motion, so the denial stood.
15           MR. MILLER:  Oh, okay.  I apologize.
16      Mr. Colson made a motion to recommend denial.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Is everybody
18      straight on that?  The planning commission
19      denied this petition on a 4-3 vote.  I'll
20      entertain a motion to go into public hearing.
21           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
22           MR. FREEBERG:  Second.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Moved and seconded to go
24      into a public hearing.  All those in favor
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1      crop production.  And No. 3)  Severe limitations
2      for proposed use based on the following
3      characteristics in a greater percentage of the
4      mapped soils are:  Low strength for supporting
5      load and high potential frost action.  Signed
6      Phil Fossler, Chairman and Brian Lindquist,
7      Resource Conservationist.
8           I have a letter on file from the Illinois
9      Department of Natural Resources that reads in


10      part the natural resource review provided by
11      Eco-Cat identified protected resources that may
12      be in the vicinity of the proposed action.  The
13      department has evaluated this information and
14      concluded that adverse effects are unlikely and
15      therefore consultation is terminated.
16           At the July 23rd meeting of the Ogle
17      County Regional Planning Commission, Mr. Ocken
18      made a motion to recommend approval of Petition
19      2-09 -- excuse me -- 5-09 Amend.  The motion was
20      seconded by Mr. Colson.  Motion -- whoops -- I
21      have -- excuse me, I have the wrong one there.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  I was going to say I didn't
23      think that was right.
24           MR. MILLER:  Excuse me, sorry about that.
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1      signify by saying aye.
2                     (All those simultaneously
3                     responded.)
4           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
5      Motion passed.  We are in a public hearing.
6      Will the Petitioner please come forward.
7                   ERIC G. ANDERSON,
8      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Give her your name.


10           ERIC ANDERSON:  Eric Anderson,
11      A-N-D-E-R-S-O-N, 1993 West Mud Creek Road,
12      Oregon, Illinois.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your
14      petition.
15           ERIC ANDERSON:  Okay.  I'm getting old and
16      losing my memory pretty rapidly.  Could I read
17      just a brief statement here?
18           MR. McKINNEY:  Fine.
19           ERIC ANDERSON:  Okay.  This property is
20      owned by a trust known as the Anderson Family
21      Trust.  Upon the death of my wife last October I
22      became the sole trustee and beneficiary of this
23      trust.  Without my wife I feel that it would be
24      best to dissolve the trust and pass on the
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1      assets to my two children and one granddaughter.
2      However, it would be necessary to pay off the
3      existing mortgage in order to do so.  Due to the
4      current state of the economy, the bankruptcy of
5      the company from which I retired and some
6      extremely bad and expensive financial advice,
7      the state of my retirement is far from secure.
8      Over the years we've had inquiries from several
9      people who were interested in a small plot of


10      land suitable for a family farm, a place where
11      they could raise horses and their children could
12      participate in 4-H or FFA projects.  The size of
13      this property is 7.6 acres and the fact that it
14      is separated from the rest of the farm by an
15      impassable waterway make it ideal for a small
16      family farm or hobby farm.  The land is bordered
17      on the south by approximately 80 acres of creek
18      valley with pine and oak woodlands that have
19      been treated as a natural wildlife habitat for
20      about 20 years.  The trails in this area are
21      good for use by our neighbors who own small
22      pieces of property adjoining our land along the
23      eastern border, a place to ride horses and drive
24      snowmobile and ATVs.  These areas would be
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1      It adjoins this property, but it's separated by
2      a waterway so that you can't get to it without
3      going out on the road.
4           MR. McKINNEY:  You have a couple -- or at
5      least one large dairy farm nearby.
6           ERIC ANDERSON:  Yes.  Snodgrass' dairy
7      farm is about three-quarters of a mile north.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  How about on the south, is
9      there another farm in that location?


10           ERIC ANDERSON:  The south side of it is --
11      Mud Creek flows down through the valley there
12      and we own that and the land on the opposite
13      slope, part of which is in set aside because of
14      its inaccessibility and it has wildlife,
15      feedlots and things on that.
16           MR. McKINNEY:  One thing that we have to
17      be very concerned with is if we start building
18      residential homes in an area near -- such as I
19      think you said Snodgrass' farm --
20           ERIC ANDERSON:  That's right.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  -- then we're going to
22      start getting complaints.  You know, people move
23      out from the city because they want to live in
24      the country but they don't want to smell the


Page 10


1      available to a family that might make a home on
2      this small plot.  Mud Creek Road is straight and
3      level at this point making safe driveway access.
4      The property is on an existing school bus route
5      and there are four existing single-family,
6      nonfarm residences within approximately 200
7      yards of this piece of property.  The current
8      use of the land is far from ideal.  The fact
9      that this land is not accessible from the rest


10      of the farm, but only from Mud Creek Road,
11      coupled with the relatively small size and slope
12      make it difficult to farm with large, modern
13      equipment.  Based on these facts it seems that a
14      small family or hobby farm would be the best
15      possible use for this property and it requires a
16      rural agricultural environment.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  This property is --
18      you don't have any other property around this?
19           ERIC ANDERSON:  I own the property on two
20      sides of it, on the south and the east.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  You also have a
22      couple large farms in the area, don't you?
23           ERIC ANDERSON:  Well, we -- the property
24      we live on we -- we own 200 acres altogether.
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1      country.
2           ERIC ANDERSON:  I believe that issue in
3      that area was resolved by Silver Ridge back
4      before I even bought the property.  I think
5      that's been resolved in court.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Well, we still -- or
7      Mike Reibel's office or somebody, the County
8      Board members will be getting complaints
9      possibly from residents because of the country


10      smell.
11           ERIC ANDERSON:  We've never -- hardly ever
12      noticed it.  Probably in 35 years maybe one or
13      two days and we haven't complained.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  Do you really think a
15      residential home will fit and it would not be
16      detrimental to the farming around there?
17           ERIC ANDERSON:  No, it -- the concept is
18      it's a small family farm, you know, to raise
19      horses or kids can have livestock, some things
20      like that.  It's a really pretty piece of land
21      and a beautiful view across the valley.  It
22      would be an ideal building site.  In fact, my
23      wife and I had planned at one time that we would
24      build a house there for our granddaughter and
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1      her family, but those plans kind of fell
2      through.
3           RANDY ANDERSON:  Was anything ever
4      discussed with you about going to maybe a
5      10-acre parcel so that it would stay as
6      Intermediate Ag?
7           ERIC ANDERSON:  It would be difficult
8      because you would either have to go down into
9      the creek or across it actually on the opposite


10      side of the waterway.
11           RANDY ANDERSON:  You'd have to go south
12      down into the creek?
13           ERIC ANDERSON:  Yeah.
14           RANDY ANDERSON:  But there's a possibility
15      of doing that, keeping it as Intermediate Ag?
16           ERIC ANDERSON:  It can be done, yeah.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  How many years have you had
18      row crop on this 7 acres?
19           ERIC ANDERSON:  Probably about five --
20      four or five.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  What kind of yields do you
22      get off that?
23           ERIC ANDERSON:  I don't know.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Oh, you don't do the
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1      kind of look in the picture and there's a
2      waterway running up through the east side here
3      that comes almost up to the road.
4           ERIC ANDERSON:  It does come to the road.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  So they can't drive across
6      that waterway?
7           ERIC ANDERSON:  No.
8           MR. FREEBERG:  And then it looked like
9      over in here there's more waterways or drainage


10      areas coming up in there?
11           ERIC ANDERSON:  That's pasture area.
12           MR. FREEBERG:  So that's not being row
13      crop farmed anyway.
14           ERIC ANDERSON:  No, and then on the corner
15      there are four single-family residences on 1 and
16      2-acre lots, but that's within 200 yards.
17           MR. FREEBERG:  So there's already four --
18      those people are not involved in farming?
19           ERIC ANDERSON:  No.
20           MR. BRONKEMA:  None of them.
21           MR. FREEBERG:  Over here there's more just
22      east of you where this drive comes in?
23           ERIC ANDERSON:  My son lives in this
24      house, I live in this house and these are
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1      farming?
2           ERIC ANDERSON:  It was in set aside at one
3      time and this young man came along and was
4      trying to get started in farming, Mark Leary,
5      Tim Leary's son and was looking for some
6      property and at that time our set aside was
7      expiring, so instead of renewing the set aside
8      we rented the land to him.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Have you looked at selling


10      this 7 acres to somebody that already farms in
11      that area?
12           ERIC ANDERSON:  It's not real good
13      farmland.  It's inaccessible and it's listed as
14      highly erodible, but just -- nobody is looking
15      for small pieces of farm ground to farm anymore.
16           MR. FREEBERG:  Do they have a problem with
17      erosion in gullies and --
18           ERIC ANDERSON:  Pardon?
19           MR. FREEBERG:  Do they have a problem with
20      erosion in gullies and that kind of stuff when
21      they farm?
22           ERIC ANDERSON:  In the waterways it's
23      highly erodible.
24           MR. FREEBERG:  I noticed -- I mean, you
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1      residences over here.
2           MR. FREEBERG:  Okay, so there's two more
3      residences here?
4           ERIC ANDERSON:  Right.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  Whereabouts is this farm
6      Bruce was talking about, the dairy farm, where
7      is that on this --
8           ERIC ANDERSON:  Straight north, up.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Oh, I thought it was --


10           ERIC ANDERSON:  About in this area
11      (indicating).
12           MR. FREEBERG:  Where it says Merle and
13      Anna Mae Snodgrass, up in here somewhere?
14           ERIC ANDERSON:  Up in this area.  It's
15      three-quarters of a mile straight across.
16           RANDY ANDERSON:  Have you ever had an
17      adjacent landowner come to you and possibly be
18      interested in purchasing a portion of that?
19           ERIC ANDERSON:  No, we've had inquiries
20      from outside people.  In fact, we had one offer
21      that was withdrawn, but --
22           MR. FREEBERG:  So you've got a water ditch
23      that you can't cross coming up the east side to
24      Mud Creek Road and the other side looks like
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1      there's a tree line that comes about halfway up
2      the property?
3           ERIC ANDERSON:  About halfway up to the
4      tree line and the fence is here.  This is open
5      to the valley down here at this location.
6           MR. BRONKEMA:  This area here you
7      evidently don't farm?
8           ERIC ANDERSON:  No, none of this.  Draw a
9      straight line across here, this is all nonfarm.


10      It's all wildlife refuge.
11           MR. FREEBERG:  Is the reason you want this
12      parcel here instead of one over here next to
13      residences or one over here next to these
14      residences?
15           ERIC ANDERSON:  No, it's just that that
16      one is separated from the farm and it would be
17      an ideal building site.  It would make more
18      sense.
19           MR. BRONKEMA:  It's not accessible from
20      any other area of the farm?
21           ERIC ANDERSON:  No.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?
23           MR. BRONKEMA:  I guess not.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Have a seat.  I
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1      United Airlines.  United Airlines doesn't have a
2      retirement anymore.  It's been passed on to this
3      other government agency and may not be in
4      existence much longer.  This is a trust piece of
5      property and it cannot be divided until it's
6      paid off and the farm is almost paid off, he's
7      had it long enough, but he needs some cash and
8      this looks to be a good way to get it.  Now, as
9      far as to the use of the land, this piece has


10      access to Mud Creek blacktop, there's a culvert
11      there.  The other piece -- there was that other
12      5 acres we talked about, but that doesn't have
13      access -- a good access to it.  So it's for
14      sale, I mean, if anybody wants it.  It's been
15      for sale for some time.  I've had no bids from
16      any other farmers or questions even about it and
17      so apparently nobody is interested that we can
18      see.  Now, both Andy and I aren't going to live
19      in two-story houses much longer and both of the
20      houses that are there are two-story.  The
21      daughter has come up from Florida to take care
22      of Andy.  He's not in that good of shape either,
23      but I mean, they'd like to have their own
24      separate place to live.  So a very logical buyer
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1      believe there was no letter of appearance filed.
2      So at this time I'll enter -- or is there
3      anybody here that wishes to testify in favor of
4      this petition?  Please come forward and be sworn
5      in.
6                    RICHARD PETITT,
7      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Give her your name and
9      address.


10           MR. PETITT:  Richard A. Petitt,
11      P-E-T-I-T-T, Sr.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Your address?
13           MR. PETITT:  708 Kaskaskia, that's all
14      with K's, K-A-S-K-A-S-K-I-A, Dixon, that's Lost
15      Nation, Illinois.
16           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.
17           MR. PETITT:  Okay.  I was in the elevator
18      business back when Andy first looked at that
19      piece of property and I wasn't the true
20      influence and cause I'm sure, but I think I
21      helped him line it up.  You know, it's been
22      ideal for an airline pilot.  Now, here's a
23      wrinkle he didn't tell you I don't think and I
24      think it is important.  His retirement is from
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1      of it will be the daughter and that's about all
2      I have to say.  Anybody have anymore questions?
3      I think it's a matter of money.  It's not a
4      matter of desire.  The dairy farm is
5      three-quarters and over a hill.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Unfortunately we can't look
7      at the money aspect.  We have to look at the
8      property and the surrounding properties.
9           MR. PETITT:  Okay.


10           MR. FREEBERG:  When you said it's been for
11      sale for some time, do you mean just this 7
12      acres or the whole --
13           MR. PETITT:  7 acres and around here it's
14      5 acres.  There's even a sign there.  It's
15      probably not saleable because of access to Mud
16      Creek.  We really thought the neighbor next to
17      it would buy it, but no -- no bid on that.  He
18      at one time did want it.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?
20           RANDY ANDERSON:  Did you say something to
21      reference that there may be a daughter that's
22      looking --
23           MR. PETITT:  There is a possibility.  The
24      daughter and son-in-law moved up here from
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1      Florida to take care of Andy after his wife died
2      and I don't know, I'd like to see him stay there
3      myself.  He's done an awful lot to build this
4      airport.  He's one of the senior United pilots.
5      It's a shame what's happened to the retirement.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?  Is
7      there anybody else that wishes to testify in
8      favor of this petition?  Is there anybody that
9      wishes to testify opposing the petition?


10      Mr. Snodgrass, I believe you asked that you
11      could remain seated.
12           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Is that okay if I do?
13           MR. McKINNEY:  If you'd like to sit up
14      here closer to the front to make sure we can all
15      hear and that Julie can hear.
16           TOM SNODGRASS:  May I present this to the
17      Board now or later?
18           MR. McKINNEY:  Just wait.  I want -- are
19      both of you going to be testifying?
20           TOM SNODGRASS:  Possibly.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Why don't you both raise
22      your right hands.
23           MERLE SNODGRASS and TOM SNODGRASS,
24      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
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1      this is.  Now, we have some printouts.  Could I
2      give each one of the Board members this?
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
4           MERLE SNODGRASS:  It's everything from
5      Rock Road to Lime Kiln Road.  I would like you
6      all to take a look at that.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  You got a copy for Mark?
8      We'll mark this as Exhibit 1 Snodgrass.
9           TOM SNODGRASS:  Okay.  Each one of them


10      got one.
11           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Okay.  This is pretty
12      much -- I'd like to start with one row to the
13      other and go through there, if it's okay.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  You've got the floor.
15           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Okay.  As you -- from
16      Rock Road you'll find two houses there and a
17      mobile home and then a farmhouse.  This
18      farmhouse has been there since the early 1900's.
19      George Carr (phonetic) built that, Herb Carr,
20      his son, they farmed there for many years.  The
21      depression came along and the bank got the farm.
22      Well, then a few years later -- well, it was
23      about ten years later a man by the name of
24      Charlie Sanders bought the farm.  He moved in
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Can you give Julie your
2      names and addresses.
3           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Merle Snodgrass, 1996
4      West Snodgrass Road.  Snodgrass is spelled
5      S-N-O-D-G-R-A-S-S.
6           TOM SNODGRASS:  Tom Snodgrass, 6618 West
7      Apple Road, Mt. Morris.  Snodgrass is spelled
8      S-N-O-D-G-R-A-S-S.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Mr. Snodgrass, go ahead.


10           MERLE SNODGRASS:  I believe when Ogle
11      County adopted the zoning in 1965 one of the
12      main reasons was to try to have the growth in
13      the County be so that it doesn't conflict with
14      each other.  In other words, let's have
15      agriculture in one area, build the houses in
16      another area, businesses and factories in
17      another area.  I think this is one of the main
18      things that the Board felt zoning would be
19      beneficial to.
20           Now, we have a piece of ground here, we
21      have about 80 acres, not quite, where we have a
22      beef herd, have had for years, they go out there
23      in April and take them in in the fall and the
24      proposed piece of ground is right beside where
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1      this house and farmed and he had a son that got
2      married, so they put this trailer in beside the
3      house for his son to live in.  Now, this was
4      back about 1955, along in there.  Then
5      Mr. Sanders -- Amos Taylor came to him -- on the
6      corner of Rock Road and Mud Creek Road there are
7      two houses there.  Mr. Sanders sold Amos Taylor
8      and Marv Noring (phonetic) one acre, more or
9      less and they built a house there.  He paid $150


10      an acre for the 360 acres of land and he sold an
11      acre for $400 dollars.  Now, that's not very
12      much money, but with those two lots he got $500
13      to pay on his land.  And I talked to Mr. Sanders
14      many times and of course, if he had to do that
15      over he probably would not have done that, but
16      $500 back at that time looked like it would be
17      helpful to give it to the bank and have that
18      much less to pay on.  So that -- today those two
19      houses Mr. Taylor -- Ken Cleveland lives in the
20      house that Marv Noring built.  Today those
21      houses are still AG-1.  And if you go south on
22      Rock Road our ground runs a half a mile south
23      and you cross the bridge and go up the hill Barb
24      Samsul (phonetic) lives there.  She owns the
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1      farm to the west.  And then on the other side of
2      the road Jim Thomas lives there.  He owns the
3      farm east and south a little bit.  And then you
4      come back on the west side of Rock Road and the
5      -- Mrs. -- or Elsie Dumont (phonetic) --
6      Dr. Dumont and his wife built that house and she
7      was the one that owned the farm.  Barb Samsul is
8      Elsie Dumont's daughter.  So that gives you a
9      little -- that's all agriculture over there.


10      Now, let's go over and go east from where this
11      property is and you go out to -- Silver Creek
12      Road comes down from the north and then you go
13      down a lane into Mr. Anderson's and when he
14      first bought that there was a farmhouse about a
15      quarter of a mile south and he lived there for a
16      short time and then he built a fine house a
17      little bit north and east of the old farmhouse.
18      Then some years later his son, Denny, built a
19      house west of him, maybe, I don't know, 40, 50
20      rods and as far as I know that's all
21      agriculture.  Then let's go east to Lime Kiln
22      Road.  A man by the name of William Rand
23      (phonetic) owned that for a number of years and
24      farmed it and then he decided to retire, so he
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1           MERLE SNODGRASS:  We use that area and
2      have used it for years.  It's just a permanent
3      pasture.  You know, my concern is if you have
4      livestock get out they're right in somebody's
5      yard before, you know --
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.
7           MR. FREEBERG:  Do your cattle go on his
8      land that he wants to sell now?
9           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Pardon?


10           MR. FREEBERG:  Do your cattle go on this
11      land that we're considering tonight, do they go
12      on that land now?
13           MERLE SNODGRASS:  That he wants to sell?
14           MR. FREEBERG:  Yeah.
15           MERLE SNODGRASS:  No, that's
16      Mr. Anderson's land.  Our land is on the other
17      side, the west side of the fence.  It goes down.
18           MR. FREEBERG:  I take it your cattle go up
19      around behind the Taylors and the Clevelands?
20           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Yes, they go clear over
21      to Rock Road.
22           MR. FREEBERG:  Do you have any problem
23      with those people with your cattle?
24           MERLE SNODGRASS:  No, we've been very
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1      built the house on the corner of Mud Creek Road
2      and Lime Kiln Road -- Bill Rand, and lived there
3      for a number of years.  And so that whole area
4      as far as I know is all agriculture.  And I hope
5      the purpose of zoning is to try to keep things
6      in perspective and keep them so we don't
7      interfere with each other and what we're doing.
8      I'm very concerned about someone building a
9      house and having a yard.  The gate where we move


10      the cattle in and out is right -- right in that
11      corner of the -- our pasture field, so I'm very
12      concerned if there's a house built there.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Would this cause a hardship
14      or be detrimental to -- to your farming if there
15      was a -- if this was made residential?
16           MERLE SNODGRASS:  For one house you mean?
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Yeah, for --
18           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Would it be a hardship?
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Yeah.
20           MR. SNODGRASS:  I'm not sure what you mean
21      by a hardship.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Well, where you couldn't go
23      ahead and keep farming in that area or -- or
24      still use that area for pasture.
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1      fortunate.  Once in a while we have something
2      get out, but I don't know, it's been 15, 20
3      years ago Marv Noring wanted a nursery so we
4      rented 2 acres just south of Amos Taylor and
5      Marv Noring and he had a nursery in there for
6      many years and we built a fence across there.
7      It's still a pretty good fence, but no, we've
8      never had any problem.  Something gets out once
9      in a while.  We had a calf out just a few days


10      ago and Steve Burke is -- those people are
11      really very good about calling us and letting us
12      know and Tom went over and got him back in and
13      it was no problem.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  Do you think putting a
15      house here on this 7 acres would hurt your land
16      value in any way?
17           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Well, I really don't
18      know how to answer that.  I guess I never
19      thought about selling it.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  This old farmstead where
21      the Burkes live, they're not involved in farming
22      either?
23           MERLE SNODGRASS:  No, no.
24           MR. FREEBERG:  And that's all fenced off
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1      also?
2           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Well, when we bought the
3      Sanders farm in 1973 we rented that house for a
4      number of years and it's always better --
5      eventually we -- and I knew Steve Burke.  You
6      want to be a little careful, but we sold him
7      that house and 3 acres and he built a shed and I
8      knew he would take good care of it, he's that
9      kind of a person.


10           MR. BRONKEMA:  He also owns a business
11      there too, don't he?
12           MR. SNODGRASS:  Pardon?
13           MR. BRONKEMA:  He runs a business there
14      too, don't he?
15           MERLE SNODGRASS:  I think he's got a
16      refrigerator business of some kind, I believe
17      you're right, in his garage or maybe somewhere
18      else.  Tom, do you know?
19           TOM SNODGRASS:  Yes, he does run a little
20      sideline business, heating and cooling.
21           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Okay.
22           TOM SNODGRASS:  Okay.  Did you mention
23      that the land across Mud Creek, Dad, is --
24           MERLE SNODGRASS:  On the north side?
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1           TOM SNODGRASS:  Now, the neighbors down
2      here know that we do it and we get a complaint
3      from Mr. Burke, but it's -- it's a friendly
4      complaint, you know, he's just joking around,
5      so --
6           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Yeah, it's a complaint
7      with a smile which you don't usually get.
8           RANDY ANDERSON:  Tom, there's a district
9      between R-1 and AG-1 called Intermediate Ag.


10      It's required to be 10 acres.  It's primarily
11      geared towards somebody who wants to have
12      animals and have a residence too, but usually
13      they have animals if they're going to buy the 10
14      acres.  Do you think that would be an
15      appropriate --
16           TOM SNODGRASS:  You mean, for him to --
17      for somebody to have an animal there?
18           RANDY ANDERSON:  Yeah.  What would your
19      opinion be if that had come instead of an R-1 as
20      an Intermediate Ag with 10 acres and they would
21      still be able to put a house on it, but usually
22      the people that buy those have animals?
23           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Well, Intermediate is 15
24      acres?


Page 30


1           TOM SNODGRASS:  Yes.
2           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Yes, all the land across
3      Mud Creek from this there are no houses between
4      Yocums and that's a mile west and then you go
5      past Lime Kiln Road just over the hill, Jeff
6      Tremble lives there, you go a little further and
7      then you're in Indian Ridge Subdivision, so
8      there's nothing on the north side for a mile and
9      a half I suppose.


10           MR. McKINNEY:  Did you have any
11      statements, Tom?
12           TOM SNODGRASS:  No.  If you look on your
13      map you see I kind of highlighted it in green
14      that 7 acres, that's the corner of the lot.  I
15      didn't know how far along Mud Creek or the fence
16      line he was going to go, so I didn't draw the
17      whole lot out.  That's to kind of just give you
18      an idea where it's at.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Does anybody else
20      have any questions?
21           TOM SNODGRASS:  We do haul manure up in
22      this field and if there was a house down there
23      they might have the complaint of the smell.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  The country smell.
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1           RANDY ANDERSON:  No, 10, but like I say,
2      most of those people buy it with the intent of
3      having animals.
4           TOM SNODGRASS:  Horses mainly.
5           RANDY ANDERSON:  Correct.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Or they could put crops on
7      the remainder beside the house.
8           TOM SNODGRASS:  I really wouldn't have any
9      complaint on that just so -- because they'll


10      have animals there and they know that animals
11      can produce an odor also, so --
12           MR. McKINNEY:  And IA is considered ag,
13      you know, it's a -- just a form of ag that they
14      can build a house on, has to be at least 10
15      acres with so much frontage road that they have
16      to have.
17           TOM SNODGRASS:  Okay.
18           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Well, I have one more
19      comment.  Mr. Anderson owns from where this
20      piece is over to Lime Kiln Road.  Now, there's
21      about a half a mile along there.  This lot could
22      be put anywhere along there.  He has 5 acres
23      advertised right next to Lime Kiln Road.  I have
24      no objection at all if he goes over there a
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1      quarter of a mile or so.  I don't think it would
2      ever bother us.  It wouldn't be a problem.
3           MR. BRONKEMA:  I guess I got a question to
4      you two.  Did you consider just buying that 7
5      acres and eliminating this problem?
6           MERLE SNODGRASS:  Me?
7           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yeah.
8           MERLE SNODGRASS:  That's possible -- well,
9      let me say this:  Not for what I see it listed


10      at.  You know, you couldn't do that.
11           MR. BRONKEMA:  My point is it fits right
12      into your farm.
13           TOM SNODGRASS:  Yes, it does, but it's not
14      feasible to buy it at the price that I heard on
15      it, so -- for us.
16           MERLE SNODGRASS:  If it was just a regular
17      land price, yes, you bet, I sure would be --
18      sure would do that.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions for
20      either of the Mr. Snodgrasses?
21           MR. BRONKEMA:  I guess you guys haven't
22      really negotiated to know what you can do and
23      can't do, in other words.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Is there anybody
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1      and, you know, once you allow it you can't
2      really stop other people from coming in and
3      putting residential in.
4           ERIC ANDERSON:  The trend is already
5      started along Mud Creek Road starting down at
6      the river and they're gradually building up
7      toward the west and across -- along both sides
8      of Mud Creek Road there.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Anything else?


10           MR. FREEBERG:  I think that's right.  Even
11      if he did have 10 acres to make it IA, that
12      doesn't mean anybody is going to have livestock
13      in there and that the situation would be any
14      different than if he sells it the way it is.
15           RANDY ANDERSON:  But we're trying to
16      appease a situation here.  We have our own
17      zoning rules that we have to live within and we
18      have the community and trying to make sure that
19      there's some peace and continuity between --
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Plus the Planning
21      Commission denied it because they felt it did
22      not fit in the Comprehensive Plan.
23           RANDY ANDERSON:  Right.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  At least the majority of


Page 34


1      else here who wishes to testify opposing this
2      petition?  Mr. Anderson, you have a chance to
3      refute and have a closing statement.
4           ERIC ANDERSON:  Well, you mentioned
5      Intermediate Ag, but that would require going
6      back down to the creek and I can't see that
7      there would be any difference between selling 7
8      acres or 10 acres if someone were to build a
9      house there.  All the other complaints about


10      country smell and things like that apply still
11      if you got 10 acres or 7 acres and although this
12      area is primarily agricultural along Lime Kiln
13      Road, our eastern boundary, there are several
14      residential houses along there and Earl Straley
15      (phonetic) owns a piece of farmground in the
16      bottom there, pasture land and next to that is
17      Martin Brothers Quarry, that's not agriculture.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  One of the -- my big
19      concerns with -- with this is it's spot zoning.
20      You've got ag all around it and then you want to
21      put residential in there.  If this was approved
22      then somebody else may come along and want to
23      buy another 5 or 7 acres from you or go across
24      the road and buy -- and put a residential in
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1      the Planning Commission felt that way.
2           ERIC ANDERSON:  The Planning Commission is
3      running a survey on the Internet to consider --
4      reconsider the zoning ordinances and --
5           MR. McKINNEY:  Yeah, but we have to look
6      at the rules as they stand today.
7           MR. FREEBERG:  As far as spot zoning, the
8      Planning Commission also approved the one we're
9      going to consider later which you could also


10      argue is spot zoning.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  That's true.  So if there's
12      nothing else, I'll entertain a motion to go back
13      into open session.
14           RANDY ANDERSON:  I'll make that motion.
15           MR. SWORD:  I'll second it.
16           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
17      seconded to go back into open session.  All
18      those in favor signify by saying aye.
19                     (All those simultaneously
20                     responded.)
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
22      Motion passed.  Back into open session.  We'll
23      go through the finding of facts.
24           MR. MILLER:  No. 1)  That the proposed







(815) 453-2260
In Totidem Verbis, LLC (ITV)


10 (Pages 37 to 40)


Page 37


1      Amendment will allow development that is
2      compatible with existing uses and zoning of
3      nearby property.
4           MR. SWORD:  The development of the site
5      for residential use is incompatible with
6      existing agriculture uses and agriculture zoning
7      of nearby properties and the development of
8      residential use in this area will possibly
9      encourage premature residential development in


10      an agricultural area.  I feel that standard is
11      not met.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  I agree.
13           RANDY ANDERSON:  I agree.
14           MR. FREEBERG:  I disagree.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury?
16           MR. BRONKEMA:  I agree.
17           MR. MILLER:  No. 2)  That the County of
18      Ogle and other service providers will be able to
19      provide adequate public facilities and services
20      to the property including, but not necessarily
21      limited to schools, police and fire protection,
22      roads and highways, water supply and sewage
23      disposal while maintaining adequate public
24      facilities and levels of service to existing
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1      don't see where it's going to do that so I feel
2      the standard is met.
3           MR. SWORD:  I agree.
4           RANDY ANDERSON:  Considering air, noise
5      and stormwater management I'll agree.
6           MR. BRONKEMA:  Agree.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  I'll agree.
8           MR. SWORD:  Everybody did.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.


10           MR. MILLER:  No. 4)  That the subject
11      property is suitable for the proposed zoning
12      classification.
13           MR. SWORD:  Well, the site is suitable for
14      R-1 zoning as it is rural area and has a low
15      LESA score and there are eleven nonfarm
16      residential uses within a half mile and the
17      petition I feel is inconsistent with the
18      purpose, so I guess I agree with part of that,
19      but not all of it.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  So are you saying it's met
21      or not met?
22           MR. SWORD:  Well, because it's R-1 I guess
23      I'm going to have to say that I feel it is not
24      met.
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1      developments.
2           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, the development of
3      the site for residential use will not create a
4      burden on the County of Ogle or other public
5      service providers because only one house will be
6      constructed on the site that fronts on the
7      county highway and also due to the relative
8      proximity to urban services.  I feel that
9      standard is met.


10                     (All those agreed.)
11           MR. MILLER:  No. 3)  That the proposed
12      Amendment will not result in significant adverse
13      impacts on other property in the vicinity of the
14      subject site or on the environment including
15      air, noise, stormwater management, wildlife and
16      natural resources.
17           MR. FREEBERG:  No adverse impacts on other
18      property in the vicinity of the subject site or
19      on the environment including air, noise,
20      stormwater management, wildlife and natural
21      resources are anticipated from the development
22      of this site.  I guess those factors that they
23      list there affecting the air, noise or
24      stormwater management on neighboring property I
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  I also feel that being in a
2      -- basically an agriculture area there's
3      potential hazards from groundwater
4      contamination, the septic system.  This --
5      although it's not prime farmland, it is
6      farmable, so I agree that it's not met.
7           RANDY ANDERSON:  I'll agree.
8           MR. FREEBERG:  I look at it it's already
9      fenced off on one side and the other side is


10      natural border formed by a ditch.  The way it
11      sits it's kind of a natural parcel and it says
12      the petition is not inconsistent with the
13      purpose, intent of the R-1 Zoning District.  I
14      don't see -- he's hoping to sell these 7 acres
15      and no one is going to buy 7 acres and go into
16      farming, so I think it does meet the standard.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury?
18           MR. BRONKEMA:  I guess I'm on the fence.
19      I'll have to agree with him.  It meets the
20      standard being -- being separated, but I really
21      would like to see it stay where it's at, so I'll
22      have to say standard not met.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Not met.  Four say no, one
24      saying yes.
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1           MR. MILLER:  No. 5)  That the proposed
2      zoning classification is consistent with the
3      trend of development, if any, in the general
4      area of the subject property including changes,
5      if any, which have taken place since the day the
6      property in question was placed in its present
7      zoning classification.
8           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, there is development
9      -- a trend of development in the vicinity of


10      residential uses, many parcels in the immediate
11      area, but the proposed zoning classification is
12      not consistent with the trend, existing zoning
13      of the surrounding land as far as I'm concerned.
14      I don't know how -- if it lists that standard
15      met or not met.
16           RANDY ANDERSON:  It's basically not
17      contiguous to any other zoning of R-1.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  I would say in the
19      immediate area, right on the north, south, east
20      and west it's all farmland and I feel that, you
21      know, the trend of -- the trend for this parcel
22      in this immediate area is agriculture.  I
23      believe the -- just to the west on Rock Road
24      wasn't -- I believe that's ag zoning also even
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1      set forth in Division 1 therein, the Land
2      Evaluation and Site Assessment, LESA findings,
3      if applicable and the recommendation of the Ogle
4      County Regional Planning Commission with respect
5      to the Ogle County Amendatory Comprehensive
6      Plan.
7           RANDY ANDERSON:  The proposed Amendment is
8      inconsistent with the public interest and please
9      note that I'm highlighting public interest and


10      solely for the interest of the applicant and I
11      understand your plight.  The proposed Amendment
12      is inconsistent with the stated purpose and
13      intent of the Amendatory Zoning Ordinance and
14      the Regional Planning Commission has recommended
15      denial.  I'll say the standard is not met.
16           MR. McKINNEY:  I agree.
17           MR. SWORD:  I agree.
18           MR. BRONKEMA:  I agree.
19           MR. FREEBERG:  Agreed.
20           MR. MILLER:  In addition, has the Board
21      considered the LaSalle factors as it relates to
22      this petition?
23                     (All those simultaneously said
24                     yes.)
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1      though there's four houses there and the other
2      houses on Lime Creek (sic) Road are probably
3      what, a half a mile or more away, so I feel that
4      the standard is not met.
5           MR. BRONKEMA:  We don't really know how
6      many of them are Intermediate Ag or residential
7      either, do we, in that area?  I guess I'll have
8      to say standard not met.
9           MR. SWORD:  I agree, not met.


10           RANDY ANDERSON:  Agree, not met.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Curt?
12           MR. FREEBERG:  Well, I look at the overall
13      map here coming in from the east and I mean,
14      there's -- sometimes it would be nice if things
15      like this developed -- if it was, you know, not
16      lot next to lot next to lot as you go down the
17      road and the fact of the matter is that's not
18      the way it usually works out.  I think the
19      standard is met.
20           MR. MILLER:  No. 6)  That the proposed
21      Amendment is consistent with the public interest
22      and not solely for the interest of the applicant
23      giving due consideration to the stated purpose
24      and intent of the Amendatory Zoning Ordinance as
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Going through the
2      finding of facts it's very across the board.
3      Standard No. 1 four members felt that the
4      standard not met.  Standard 2 we all felt that
5      that standard was met.  Standard 3 all felt that
6      the standard was met.  Standard 4 one felt it
7      was met, four not met.  Standard 5 one felt it
8      was met, four not met.  Standard 6 we all felt
9      that it was not met.  With that I'll entertain a


10      motion.
11           RANDY ANDERSON:  I'll make a motion that
12      we recommend to the County Board a denial of
13      Amendment 5-09 for the Anderson Family Trust
14      based on four of the six standards were not met
15      and there was a discrepancy in there too.  I
16      think there's -- there's other means to be able
17      to resolve this without going to an R-1
18      rezoning.  There was some discussion that you
19      may have a daughter or a blood relative that may
20      be interested in purchasing the property.  There
21      are means of doing that so that they can
22      purchase a piece of property contiguous to a
23      residence that's there, so with that I'll make
24      my proposal.
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there a second?
2           MR. BRONKEMA:  I'll second it.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Randy has moved, Maury has
4      seconded to recommend to the County Board to
5      deny Petition 05-09 Amendment from AG-1 to R-1.
6      Roll call.
7           MR. MILLER:  Anderson?
8           RANDY ANDERSON:  Yes.
9           MR. MILLER:  Sword?


10           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
11           MR. MILLER:  Freeberg?
12           MR. FREEBERG:  No.
13           MR. MILLER:  Bronkema?
14           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
15           MR. MILLER:  McKinney?
16           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
17                     (By voice vote four ayes, one
18                     nay.)
19           MR. MILLER:  Four yes, one no.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passed to recommend
21      to deny.
22           MR. MILLER:  This petition will go to the
23      Planning Assessment and Zoning Committee for a
24      recommendation on August 12th at 1 p.m. at the
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1           Now on this 30th day of July 2009, I do
2      signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3      before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
5
6
7


               Bruce McKinney, Chairman
8
9


10
11
12


               Michael Reibel,
13                Zoning Administrator
14
15
16
17


               Julie K. Edeus
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               IL License No. 084-003820
19                P.O. Box 381


               Dixon, Illinois  61021
20
21
22
23
24
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1      Ogle County Sheriff's Office and to the County
2      Board for a decision on August 18th at 5:30.
3      You're welcome to attend.
4
5
6
7
8
9


10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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EXHIBIT “A”
LEGAL DESCRIPTION


Part of the Northwest Quarter of Section 23, Township 23 North, Range 11 East of the Fourth Principal Meridian,
bounded and described as follows:


Commencing at the Southwest Corner of the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of said Section 23; thence
South 89 degrees 57 minutes 55 seconds East along the South line of the Northwest Quarter of said Northwest
Quarter, a distance of 1615.23 feet (1615.50 feet deeded) to the Point of Beginning of the hereinafter described tract
of land; thence South 5 degrees 22 minutes 44 seconds East, a distance of 352.10 feet to the Centerline of a public
road designated Gist Mill Road; thence North 81 degrees 49 minutes 44 seconds West along said Centerline, a
distance of 238.45 feet; thence North 73 degrees 15 minutes 57 seconds West along said Centerline, a distance of
250.33 feet; thence North 16 degrees 44 minutes 03 seconds East, a distance of 711.58 feet to the Southerly Right-of
Way Lne of the Burlington Northern Railroad, said point being the Point of Curvature; thence South 56 degrees 45
minutes 39 seconds East along said Southerly Right-of-Way Line, a distance of 100.00 feet to the Point of Spiral;
thence South 56 degrees 11 minutes 16 seconds East along said Southerly Right-of-Way line, a distance of 120.47
feet; thence South 9 degrees 45 minutes 00 seconds East, a distance of 319.63 feet to the Point of Beginning,
containing 5.454 acres, more or less, subject to that land being used for public road purposes and also subject to all
easements, agreements, county codes and/or ordinances of record if any, all situated in the Township of Pine Rock,
the County of Ogle and the State of Illinois.


Part of Property Identification No. 17-23-100-031
Common Location: 7162 E. Gristmill Road







EXHIBIT “B”
FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS







Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals 
911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 - 815.732.1190 
Fax: 815.732.2229 


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION
 
OF THE OGLE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
 


This is the fmdings of fact and the recommendation of the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals 
concerning an application of Elmer & Martha Sue Hudson, 7162 E. Gristmill Rd., Chana, IL, in case #06­
09AM. The applicants are requesting a map amendment to change the zoning classification of part of 
Parcel Identification No. 17-23-100-031, a 5.454 acre parcel, from AG-I Agricultural Districtto R-I Rural 
Residence District. Said parcel is part of Section 23, Township 23N, Range 11£ of the 4th Principal 
Meridian and is located in Pine Rock Township at 7162 E. Gristmill Road. 


After due notice, as required by law, the Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing in this case on 
July 30,2009 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, Illinois and hereby report their 
fmdings of fact and their recommendation as follows: 


SITE INFORMATION: See Staff Report (attached herewith). 


ANALYSIS OF SEVEN STANDARDS: After considering all the evidence and testimony presented at 
the public hearing, this Board makes the following analysis ofthe six standards listed in Section 9.07(G) 
(Standards for Map Amendments) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance that must all be 
found·in the affmnative prior to recommending granting of the petition. 


1.	 That the proposed amendment will allow development that is compatible with existing uses and 
zoning of nearby property. Use of the site and immediate area for large-lot residential use is 
compatible with the existing uses (which are predominately residential) and zoning of 
nearby property. Standard met. 


2.	 That the County of Ogle and other service providers will be able to provide adequate public 
facilities and services to the property (including, but not necessarily limited to, schools, police and 
fire protection, roads and highways, water supply and sewage disposal), while maintaining 
adequate public facilities and levels of service to existing development. The development of the 
site for residential use will not create a burden on the County of Ogle and other public 
service providers due to its location on a seal coat surface road and the low density of 
development tbat will be generated on tbe site. Standard met. 


3.	 That the proposed amendment will not result in significant adverse impacts on other property in 
the vicinity of the subject site or on the environment, including air, noise, stormwater management, 
wildlife and natural resources. No adverse impacts on other property in the vicinity of the 
subject site or on the environment, including air, noise, stormwater management, wildlife 
and natural resources are anticipated from the development of the site. Standard met. 


1
 







4.	 That the subject property is suitable for the proposed zoning classification. The site is suitable 
for the R-l zoning district, as it conforms to the minimum lot size and width requirements, 
is in a rural residential area, a majority of the site is timer and not suitable for agricultural 
use, and it is located on a seal coat surfaced Township road. Standard met. 


5.	 That the proposed zoning classification is consistent with the trend of development, if any, in the 
general area of the subject property including changes, if any, which have taken place since the 
day the property in question was placed in its present zoning classification. There is a trend of 
development in the vicinity of rural residential uses. The proposed zoning classification of 
R-l Rural Residence District is consistent with this trend and the existing zoning of the 
surrounding land. Standard met. 


6.	 That the proposed amendment is consistent with the public interest and not solely for the interest 
of the applicant, giving due consideration to the stated purpose and intent of the Amendatory 
Zoning Ordinance as set forth in Division 1 therein, the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
(LESA) fmdings (if applicable), and the recommendation(s) of the Ogle County Regional Plarming 
Commission with respect to the Ogle County Amendatory Comprehensive Plan. The proposed 
amendment is consistent with the public interest and not solely for the interest of the 
applicant, as the LESA score indicates a low rating for protection, the proposed amendment 
is consistent with the purpose and intent ofthe Amendatory Zoning Ordinance, and the 
Regional Planning Commission has recommended approval. Standard met. 


RECOMMENDATION: We fmd that the proposed map amendment requested meets all the standards 
for recommending granting as found in Section 9.07(G) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning 
Ordinance and that such request is in the public interest. Therefore, the Zoning Board of Appeals hereby 
recommends that the zoning district classification of the property described above be changed from 
AG-l Agricultural District toR-l Rural Residence District. 


ROLL CALL VOTE: The roll call vote was 5 members for the motion to recommend granting, 0 
opposed. 


Respectfully submitted this 30th day of July 2009 by the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals. 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 
Maurice Bronkema 
Jason Sword 
Randall Anderson 
Curtis Freeberg 


Bruce McKinney, Chair 


ATIEST: 


Michael Reibel, Secretary 
By: Mark E. Miller, Acting Secretary 
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               Testimony of Witnesses
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               of July 2009
               before the Ogle County
               Zoning Board of Appeals
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Jason Sword
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Next order of business?
2           MR. MILLER:  The next order of business is
3      to consider the request filed June 23rd, 2009 of
4      Elmer and Martha Sue Hudson, 7162 East Gristmill
5      Road, Chana, Illinois for an Amendment to the
6      Zoning District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural
7      District to R-1 Rural Residence District on
8      property described as follows and owned by the
9      Petitioners:


10           Part of the NW1/4 Section 23 Pine Rock
          Township, 5.454 acres, more or less.


11           Common location being 7162 East Gristmill
          Road.


12
13           For the record, a sign was posted along
14      the frontage of the premises indicating that a
15      zoning hearing is to be held regarding this
16      property.  All adjoining owners have been
17      notified of the hearing this evening and the
18      specifics of the petition and a legal notice was
19      published in the July 6th edition of the Ogle
20      County Life notifying the public of the hearing
21      this evening and the specifics of the petition.
22           Under the staff report, a copy of which is
23      on file and the Board members have received,
24      under general information, the existing land use


Page 2


1                       INDEX
2
3 Witness                                      Page
4 Martha Sue Hudson . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9
5 Elmer Hudson  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9
6
7
8
9


10
11
12
13 End . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24


Page 4


1      is vacant rural land.  Approximately 65 percent
2      of the site is in timber.  Approximately 35
3      percent of the site is in hay ground.
4      Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:  The immediate
5      vicinity surrounding the site along East
6      Gristmill Road is a predominantly rural
7      residential area.  The site is part of a 19.26
8      acre parcel that is in agricultural and nonfarm
9      residential use.  The subject site is the


10      easterly 5.454 acres of the entire site owned by
11      the Petitioners.  The north boundary of the site
12      adjoins the Burlington Northern Santa Fe
13      Railroad right-of-way and north of the railroad
14      right-of-way is land that is in agricultural
15      use.  The southerly 352.1 feet of the eastern
16      boundary of the site adjoins a nonfarm
17      residential use.  The remainder of the eastern
18      boundary adjoins a farm parcel in agricultural
19      use.  The sound boundary of the site adjoins
20      large lot nonfarm rural residential uses.  All
21      land surrounding the site is zoned AG-1
22      Agricultural District.  Zoning History:  None.
23      The dwelling on the entire 19.26 acre site that
24      is owned by the Petitioners was constructed
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1      under -- in 1981 under Zoning Certificate
2      116-89NA.  Special Information, Public
3      Utilities:  None.  Transportation:  East
4      Gristmill Road is a seal coat surfaced road
5      under the jurisdiction of Pine Rock Township.
6      Physical Characteristics:  The site is part of
7      an upland, predominantly gently sloping,
8      well-to-excessively-drained upland stream
9      terrace/outwash plain system.  There are no


10      wetlands or floodplains on the site.
11           According to the Ogle County Digital Soil
12      Survey, soil types on the site are 88B - Sparta
13      loamy sand; 440B - Jasper; and 939E -
14      Rodman-Warsaw complex.  The 440B soil series,
15      which accounts for approximately 84 percent of
16      the total subject site, is classified as "Prime
17      Farmland", but the remainder of soils are
18      classified as "Farmland of Statewide Importance"
19      and "Not Prime Farmland".  The 88B and 939E soil
20      series, which cumulatively account for
21      approximately 16 percent of the total subject
22      site area, are rated as being "Very Limited" for
23      soil septic fields due to filtering capacity,
24      seepage in the bottom layer and slow water
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1      collapse.  Sincerely Phil Fossler, Chairman and
2      Brian Lindquist, Resource Conservationist.
3           I have a letter on file from the Illinois
4      Department of Natural Resources that reads in
5      part the natural resource review provided by
6      Eco-Cat identified protected resources that may
7      be in the vicinity of the proposed action.  The
8      department has evaluated this information and
9      concluded that adverse effects are unlikely and


10      therefore consultation is terminated.
11           At the July 23rd meeting of the Ogle
12      County Regional Planning Commission, Mr. Conn
13      made a motion to approve -- to recommend
14      approval of Petition 6-09 Amend.  The motion
15      being seconded by Mr. Poole and the motion
16      carried by a roll call vote of 7-0.
17           I have a letter from the Pine Rock
18      Township Board that reads:
19                "Dear Members of the Regional


          Planning Commission:  I am the chairman of
20           the Pine Rock Township Planning Commission


          and wanted to write this letter to explain
21           the basis for which the above petition by


          the Hudsons was not approved by the Pine
22           Rock Planning Commission and by the Pine


          Rock Township Board.  This letter is
23           provided for your file documentation.


          Approximately seven years ago Pine Rock
24           Planning Commission and Pine Rock Township
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1      movement and slope.
2           The LESA, the LESA score of          178.9
3      indicates a Low rating for protection.  The Land
4      Evaluation being                           82.9
5      and Site Assessment being 96 percent --    96.
6           In a letter from the Soil and Water
7      Conservation District they'd like to point out
8      the facts derived from the soils in the land
9      evaluation and any additional site facts that


10      could be a concern for the protection of our
11      County's natural resources.  Land evaluation
12      score of 84.77 out of a hundred points.  The
13      southern portion of the site is covered with
14      woodlands and the northern portion appears to be
15      used as a hay field.  Years of tree cover on the
16      large portion of the site have produced many
17      conservation benefits such as good soil
18      structure, good soil stability, good carbon
19      bank, good wildlife habitat.  And severe
20      limitations for proposed use based on the
21      following characteristics in a greater
22      percentage of the mapped soils are low strength
23      for supporting loads and the unstabilized walls
24      of cut made by earth-moving equipment that may
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1           Board developed Pine Rock Township's long
          range residential development plan.  This


2           long range plan was reviewed and approved
          by the Ogle County Board and it's been the


3           guiding document within Pine Rock Township
          since that approval.  This residential


4           development plan identifies residential
          development areas within Pine Rock


5           Township to be only those immediately
          adjacent to the town of Chana and specific


6           areas along and adjacent to Route 64.  The
          specific petition by the Hudsons does not


7           fall within the areas of residential
          development identified in the Pine Rock


8           Township's long range residential
          development guidelines.  Based solely on


9           that fact the Hudsons' petition was denied
          by Pine Rock Planning Commission and by


10           the Pine Rock Township Board.
          Respectfully, William Welty, Chairman,


11           Pine Rock Township Planning Commission."
12           Mr. Chairman, that's all I have.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  I'll entertain a
14      motion to go into a public hearing.
15           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
16           MR. SWORD:  Second.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
18      seconded to go into a public hearing.  All those
19      in favor signify by saying aye.
20                     (All those simultaneously
21                     responded.)
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
23      Motion passed.  We're in a public hearing.
24      Petitioners come forward.
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1           MARTHA SUE HUDSON and ELMER HUDSON,
2      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Give Julie your names and
4      addresses.
5           MRS. HUDSON:  Martha Sue Hudson, 7162 East
6      Gristmill Road, Chana, Illinois, 61015.
7           MR. HUDSON:  Elmer Hudson, H-U-D-S-O-N,
8      7162 Gristmill Road, Chana, Illinois.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your


10      petition.
11           MR. HUDSON:  Well, I'm getting older and I
12      want to downsize a little bit.  Our son is
13      interested in buying the big property and we
14      just want to build something smaller for
15      retirement.  That's basically it and the
16      beautiful woods out front, they will not be
17      disturbed, so --
18           MR. McKINNEY:  So you're going to be
19      building on the property in the north part of
20      the lot?
21           MR. HUDSON:  Yes, about where the hay
22      field is now.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Were you at either the
24      planning commission meeting or the township
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1      currently own there?
2           MR. HUDSON:  20.46.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Any questions from the
4      Board?
5           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, it looks like this
6      property is half hay field and half timber.
7           MR. HUDSON:  Basically, yes.
8           MR. BRONKEMA:  Pretty much.
9           MR. HUDSON:  There's really much more


10      timber than hay field.
11           MR. BRONKEMA:  You're planning on building
12      in the hay field or close to the hay field?
13           MR. HUDSON:  Yes, right on the edge of the
14      hay field.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Will the rest of that land
16      still remain hay field.
17           MR. HUDSON:  Basically, yeah, probably or
18      I'll just mow it as a yard.  That's -- what I
19      want to really do is cut down on all the mowing.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  How many acres right now
21      are in hay field where you want to put this
22      house?
23           MR. HUDSON:  It's less than 3 acres, 2.6
24      or something like that.
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1      board meeting?
2           MR. HUDSON:  No.
3           MRS. HUDSON:  Was that the one last week?
4           MR. HUDSON:  Yeah, we were at that one but
5      not the township.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Were you notified about
7      that meeting?
8           MR. HUDSON:  No, we were not.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.


10           MRS. HUDSON:  As you can see, there's
11      houses all around the area there and we have
12      lived on Gristmill Road for --
13           MR. HUDSON:  30 plus years.
14           MRS. HUDSON:  We lived in another house we
15      built in the '70s, we lived there for about 15
16      years and then we have lived where we're at now
17      for 19 years and we really do not want to leave
18      the neighborhood, if possible, because we got a
19      lot of friends there.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Do you currently farm
21      any --
22           MR. HUDSON:  No, no, the hay field is very
23      poor, my neighbor does that, so --
24           MR. McKINNEY:  How much land do you
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1           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, that's the whole
2      piece or just the piece that you want to change
3      to -- I mean, it shows outside this area there's
4      more hay field --
5           MR. HUDSON:  Yes, it would be the --
6           MR. BRONKEMA:  Here's your line here.
7           MR. HUDSON:  Yeah, this would be the tree
8      line here and this is the hay field right here
9      (indicating).


10           MR. SWORD:  But he's saying there's more
11      over here.
12           MR. HUDSON:  There's no hay field here --
13      well, maybe a little bit here because we're
14      coming up into the hay field here a ways, maybe
15      200 foot, but there will still be a little hay
16      field left with the other property.
17           MR. FREEBERG:  Is that a very productive
18      hay field?
19           MR. HUDSON:  No.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  How many crops do you get
21      off of it?
22           MR. HUDSON:  Well, basically this year we
23      got one and it don't look like we're going to
24      get any more.
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?
2           MR. SWORD:  Nope.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Nobody filed a letter of
4      appearance.  Is there anybody here that wishes
5      to testify in favor of this petition?  Anybody
6      here that wishes to testify opposing this
7      petition?  Seeing none, while we're still in
8      public hearing I just want to say I really don't
9      like to go against a -- in this case a township


10      planning commission, you know, when they have a
11      comprehensive plan set up, but I think we have
12      to look at each individual lot separately
13      instead of looking at the whole township.  This
14      piece of property to me is mostly woods with
15      very little agriculture production on it, so I'm
16      just -- I'm going to look at this individually
17      and not as the whole comprehensive plan for the
18      township.
19           MR. BRONKEMA:  Also at the same time it
20      looks like we're looking at a total reversal of
21      the last one we just had when his son wanted to
22      buy the little building and here they want to
23      sell the house and put up a building, so it
24      looks like it's just a total reversal of the


Page 15


1                     responded.)
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
3      Motion passed.  We're back in open session.
4      We'll go through our finding of facts.
5           MR. MILLER:  No. 1)  That the proposed
6      Amendment will allow development that is
7      compatible with existing uses and zoning of
8      nearby property.
9           MR. ANDERSON:  Use of the site and the


10      immediate area for large lot residential use is
11      compatible with existing uses which are
12      predominantly residential.  He's basically got
13      houses sitting all around him on small lots, so
14      I feel that standard is met.
15                     (All those agreed.)
16           MR. MILLER:  No. 2)  That the County of
17      Ogle and other service providers will be able to
18      provide adequate public facilities and services
19      to the property including, but not necessarily
20      limited to schools, police and fire protection,
21      roads and highways, water supply and sewage
22      disposal while maintaining adequate public
23      facilities and levels of service to existing
24      development.
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1      last one, I mean, the building isn't there yet,
2      but --
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.
4           MR. FREEBERG:  I kind of agree with what
5      you said.  I've argued several times for local
6      control because different parts of the county
7      have different objectives, but I've never seen
8      anything -- any instruction for the ZBA where
9      we're instructed to consider a township plan.


10      The County Board does, but I don't know that we
11      do.  Am I right on that?  Have you ever seen
12      anything?
13           MR. McKINNEY:  No.
14           MR. BRONKEMA:  Also at the same time this
15      is this man's own land.
16           MR. McKINNEY:  Well, let's go back into
17      open session and go through our finding of
18      facts.  I'll entertain a motion.
19           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  Second.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
22      seconded to go back into open session.  All
23      those in favor signify by saying aye.
24                     (All those simultaneously
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1           MR. BRONKEMA:  The development of the site
2      for residential use will not create a burden on
3      the County of Ogle and other public service
4      providers due to its location on a seal coat
5      surfaced road and the low density of development
6      that will be generated on the site.  I feel the
7      standard is met.
8                     (All those agreed.)
9           MR. MILLER:  No. 3)  That the proposed


10      Amendment will not result in significant adverse
11      impacts on other property in the vicinity of the
12      subject site or on the environment including
13      air, noise, stormwater management, wildlife and
14      natural resources.
15           MR. SWORD:  No adverse impacts on other
16      property in the vicinity of the subject site or
17      on the environment including air, noise,
18      stormwater management, wildlife and natural
19      resources are anticipated from the development
20      of this site.  I feel the standard is met.
21                     (All those agreed.)
22           MR. MILLER:  That the subject property is
23      suitable for the proposed zoning classification.
24           MR. FREEBERG:  The site is suitable for
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1      the R-1 Zoning District as it conforms to the
2      minimum lot size and width requirements.  It's a
3      rural residential area.  The majority of the
4      site is timber and not suitable for agricultural
5      use and is located on a seal coat surfaced
6      township road and it's sandwiched in between a
7      road and a railroad track and there's no real
8      farmland adjacent to it, so I think the standard
9      is met.


10                     (All those agreed.)
11           MR. MILLER:  No. 5)  That the proposed
12      zoning classification is consistent with the
13      trend of development, if any, in the general
14      area of the subject property including changes,
15      if any, which have taken place since the day the
16      property in question was placed in its present
17      zoning classification.
18           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, there is a trend of
19      development in the vicinity of rural residential
20      use.  The proposed zoning classification of R-1
21      Rural Residential District is consistent with
22      this trend and the existing zoning of the
23      surrounding land.  I feel that standard is met.
24                     (All those agreed.)
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1      factors as they pertain to this petition?
2                     (All simultaneously said yes.)
3           MR. MILLER:  Mr. Chairman, I also had a
4      separate letter from the Pine Rock Township
5      Board that was separate from the planning
6      commission.  I didn't read that in its entirety,
7      but -- do I need to state that they did have a
8      letter of objection?
9           MR. McKINNEY:  I don't think you need to


10      read it.  What you're saying I believe is the
11      planning commission also objected, so it's duly
12      noted.
13           MR. MILLER:  Okay.  Thank you.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  With that, I'll entertain a
15      motion.
16           MR. FREEBERG:  I move we recommend to the
17      County Board that they grant Petition
18      No. 6-09AM to Elmer and Martha Sue Hudson to
19      change the zoning on Gristmill Road from AG-1 to
20      R-1 Rural Residence District.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there a second?
22           MR. BRONKEMA:  I'll second that.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Curtis moved, Maury
24      seconded to recommend to the County Board to


Page 18


1           MR. MILLER:  No. 6)  That the proposed
2      amendment is consistent with the public interest
3      and not solely for the interest of the applicant
4      giving due consideration to the stated purpose
5      and intent of the Amendatory Zoning Ordinance as
6      set forth in Division 1 therein, the land
7      evaluation and site assessment findings, if
8      applicable and the recommendation of the Ogle
9      County Regional Planning Commission with respect


10      to the Ogle County Amendatory Comprehensive
11      Plan.
12           MR. ANDERSON:  The proposed amendment is
13      consistent with the public interest and not
14      solely for the interest of the applicant as the
15      LESA score indicates a Low rating for
16      protection.  The proposed amendment is
17      consistent with the purpose and intent of the
18      Amendatory Zoning Ordinance and the Regional
19      Planning Commission has recommended approval.  I
20      feel that standard is met.
21                     (All those agreed.)
22           MR. MILLER:  And in addition to the
23      standards contained herein have you considered
24      the -- has the Board considered the LaSalle
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1      approve 06-09 Amendment from AG-1 to R-1.  Roll
2      call.
3           MR. MILLER:  Sword?
4           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
5           MR. MILLER:  Anderson?
6           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
7           MR. MILLER:  Bronkema?
8           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
9           MR. MILLER:  Freeberg?


10           MR. FREEBERG:  Yes.
11           MR. MILLER:  McKinney?
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
13           (By voice vote five ayes.)
14           MR. MILLER:  Five yes.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passed.  Any further
16      business?
17           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, one comment I got to
18      make is I feel that the Pine Rock Township Board
19      if they was going to vote against somebody they
20      should at least notify them to give them a
21      chance to express their concern or what their
22      plan was.  Evidently they voted against this
23      without even talking to the people, so I can't
24      feel that it holds much water.
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Any further business?
2           MR. MILLER:  This goes to the Planning
3      Assessment and Zoning Committee on August 12 at
4      1 p.m. at sheriff's office and to the County
5      Board for their decision on August 18th at 5:30
6      p.m. and you're welcome to attend.  That's all I
7      have.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  This meeting is adjourned.
9                     (The zoning hearing was


10                     concluded at 9:25 p.m.)
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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1           Now on this 30th day of July 2009, I do
2      signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3      before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
5
6
7


               Bruce McKinney, Chairman
8
9


10
11
12


               Michael Reibel,
13                Zoning Administrator
14
15
16
17


               Julie K. Edeus
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               IL License No. 084-003820
19                P.O. Box 381


               Dixon, Illinois  61021
20
21
22
23
24
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  I call this meeting of the
2      July 2009 Ogle County ZBA meeting to order.
3      Please rise for the Pledge of Allegiance.
4                     (WHEREUPON the Pledge of
5                     Allegiance was recited.)
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Please be seated.  Roll
7      call.
8           MR. MILLER:  Five present.
9                     (Roll call was taken and all


10                     were present.)
11           MR. McKINNEY:  We do have a quorum.  The
12      verbatim transcript serving as minutes from the
13      last meeting is on file and not -- and will not
14      be read at this time.  I will entertain a motion
15      to approve the minutes of the last ZBA meeting.
16           MR. FREEBERG:  So moved.
17           MR. ANDERSON:  I'll second.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  It has been moved and
19      seconded.  All those in favor signify by saying
20      aye.
21                     (All those simultaneously
22                     responded.)
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
24      Motion passed.  All testimony will be taken
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1      under oath.  Please come forward to testify and
2      state your name and address to the recording
3      secretary and please spell your last name.  When
4      testifying please speak clearly and loud enough
5      to be heard.  This hearing is the only
6      opportunity to place testimony and evidence on
7      the record.  There will not be another
8      opportunity beyond tonight's hearing to submit
9      additional evidence or testimony for


10      consideration.  Please turn off all cell phones,
11      pagers and any other electronic devices.
12           The procedures on the hearings that will
13      be followed tonight is as found in the ZBA Rules
14      of Procedure or the Citizen's Guide to Zoning
15      Board of Appeals which are available at the end
16      of the table.
17           Mr. Lloyd Funk is also present
18      representing the Ogle County Planning Commission
19      if any Board member has questions on the
20      Planning Commission's actions on the petitions.
21           If anyone has trouble hearing please let
22      us know.
23           Mr. Miller, the first order of business?
24           MR. MILLER:  The first order of business
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1      is to consider the request filed June 12th, 2009
2      of Mark A. and Sharon A. Hawkins, 1301 South
3      Blackhawk Road, Oregon, Illinois for a Variation
4      to allow the construction of an additional
5      accessory building to exceed the maximum
6      allowable accessory building area pursuant to
7      Section 6.06(D) of the Ogle County Amendatory
8      Zoning Ordinance on property described as
9      follows and owned by the Petitioners:


10           Part of the SW1/4 of the NW1/4 Section 12
          and part of the SW1/4 of the NE1/4 Section


11           11 Oregon-Nashua Township 23N, R10E of the
          4th P.M., Ogle County, Illinois, 2.41


12           acres, more or less.  Property
          Identification Number is 16-12-100-011.


13           The location being 1301 South Blackhawk
          Road.


14
15           For the record a sign was posted along the
16      frontage of the premises indicating that a
17      Zoning hearing is to be held regarding this
18      property.  All adjoining owners have been
19      notified of this hearing this evening and the
20      specifics of the petition and a legal notice was
21      published in the July 6th edition of the Ogle
22      County Life notifying the public of the hearing
23      this evening and the specifics of the petition.
24           Under the staff report, a copy of which is
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1           Mr. Chairman, that's all I have.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  This is a public
3      hearing, I'll entertain a motion to go into a
4      public hearing.
5           MR. SWORD:  I'll so move.
6           MR. BRONKEMA:  Second.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
8      seconding to go into a public hearing.  All
9      those in favor signify by saying aye.


10                     (All those simultaneously
11                     responded.)
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
13      Motion passed.  We are in a public hearing.
14      Will the Petitioners please come forward.  Raise
15      your right hands.
16        MARK A. HAWKINS and SHARON A. HAWKINS,
17      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
18           MR. McKINNEY:  Give Julie your name and
19      address.
20           SHARON HAWKINS:  Sharon A. Hawkins, 1301
21      South Blackhawk Road, Oregon.
22           MARK HAWKINS:  Mark A. Hawkins, 1301 South
23      Blackhawk, Oregon.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your
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1      on file and the Board members have received, I
2      will point out under general information the
3      existing land use is residential zoned AG-1.
4      Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:  The site is
5      located within a predominantly agricultural
6      area; however, a large lot rural subdivision --
7      excuse me -- large lot rural residential parcel
8      adjoins the site to the west and an eight-lot
9      residential subdivision adjoins the site to the


10      south.  Adjoining zoning:  North is AG-1; east
11      AG-1; south R-2 Single-Family Residence
12      District; west I-1 Industrial District.  Zoning
13      History:  None.  The dwelling on-site was
14      constructed prior to the adoption of the first
15      Ogle County Zoning Ordinance in 1965.  Special
16      Information, Public Utilities:  None.  The site
17      is served by a private, on-site well and septic
18      system.  Transportation:  South Blackhawk Road
19      is a seal coat surface road under the
20      jurisdiction of Oregon-Nashua Township.  And
21      Physical Characteristics:  The site is on a
22      well-drained upland ridge top.  The site
23      contains a single-family dwelling and two
24      existing accessory buildings.
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1      petition.
2           MARK HAWKINS:  We'd just like the variance
3      on the square -- to put up another building to
4      replace a corn crib that had fallen over.  It's
5      30 by 56, 14 high, just straight machine shed to
6      store my farm equipment in.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  How long have you
8      lived at that residence?
9           MARK HAWKINS:  Just about 13 years now.


10           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Did you construct
11      any of the buildings that are standing there
12      now?
13           MARK HAWKINS:  Yes, my garage that's in
14      the -- next to the house.  I couldn't attach the
15      garage because that's where the well is is
16      between them.  I couldn't cover it.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  The corn crib, what
18      -- it just kind of started falling down or --
19           MARK HAWKINS:  Yeah, I had been trying to
20      fix it and it's just rotting away.  You know,
21      it's probably a hundred years old and the
22      concrete was starting to come apart, so --
23           MR. BRONKEMA:  You probably didn't use it
24      anyhow.
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1           MARK HAWKINS:  That's actually where I
2      stored my tractors and everything inside of it
3      and I was getting scared.
4           MR. McKINNEY:  So this hardship really
5      wasn't caused by your actions, it was from an
6      old shed coming down?
7           MARK HAWKINS:  Just age, yeah.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Anybody else have any
9      questions?


10           MR. BRONKEMA:  Just what's the reason for
11      going a foot higher, that's just the building
12      you bought or --
13           MARK HAWKINS:  Well, it's just 14, that
14      was the limit I could go to.
15           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, isn't that the one
16      that was like 18 instead of --
17           MARK HAWKINS:  No, I'm going for the extra
18      square footage is what I was looking for.  I was
19      staying at 14.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  There was a note in there
21      or something about the peak being 19 feet
22      instead of 18 feet or --
23           MARK HAWKINS:  Oh, that's the mid point
24      peak is the way Mike explained it to me and I


Page 11


1      Anybody here that wishes to testify opposing
2      this petition?  Seeing none, I'll entertain a
3      motion to go back into open session.
4           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  Second.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Moved and seconded to go
7      back into open session.  All those in favor
8      signify by saying aye.
9                     (All those simultaneously


10                     responded.)
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
12      Motion passed.  We're back into open session.
13      If no one else has any other statements then
14      we'll go through our finding of facts.
15           MR. MILLER:  A)  The particular physical
16      surroundings, shape or topographical condition
17      of the specific property involved would result
18      in a particular hardship upon the owner as
19      distinguished from a mere inconvenience if the
20      strict letter of the regulations were carried
21      out.
22           MR. FREEBERG:  The site is located in a
23      predominantly agricultural area and farmland
24      adjoins the site on the north and east.  The
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1      was way below that, yeah, yeah.  That's how we
2      calculated it at least.
3           MR. FREEBERG:  We've had some confusion.
4      Most people think the peak of the building is
5      the top of the roof, but not to the government.
6           MR. MILLER:  Mid point is the term I
7      guess.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Any other questions?
9           MR. ANDERSON:  Where's your septic field?


10           MARK HAWKINS:  Straight east of the house.
11           MR. ANDERSON:  Okay.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  And the balance of that
13      lot, feedlot, whatever you want to call it, I
14      believe you told me you were going to be using
15      that as alfalfa?
16           MARK HAWKINS:  Yes, I'm planning on
17      planting alfalfa back in the fenced-in area
18      there.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Anything else?  Any
20      other questions?  Okay.  You can sit down.
21           MARK HAWKINS:  Thanks.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  We don't have any letters
23      for appearance, so is there anybody here that
24      wishes to testify in favor of this petition?
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1      building -- or the proposed building would
2      replace a dilapidated building, it's actually a
3      building that's been removed.  The replacement
4      of the preexisting building of the size
5      requested by the Petitioner will not be allowed
6      under the strict letter of the regulations.
7      These factors result in a particular hardship as
8      opposed to a mere inconvenience if the strict
9      letter of the regulations were carried out.  I


10      think the standard is met.
11                     (All those agreed.)
12           MR. MILLER:  B)  The conditions upon which
13      the petition for a variation are based are
14      unique and would not be applicable generally to
15      the other property within the same zoning
16      classification.
17           MR. ANDERSON:  The conditions upon which
18      the petition for the variation are based are
19      unique and are not applicable generally to other
20      property within the AG-1 Agricultural District
21      due to the site's location in an agricultural
22      area and the fact that the proposed building
23      will replace an existing building that was tore
24      down.  I feel that standard is met.
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1                     (All those agreed.)
2           MR. MILLER:  C)  The purpose of the
3      variation is based -- is not based exclusively
4      upon a desire to obtain a higher financial
5      return on the property.
6           MR. SWORD:  Evidence indicates that the
7      purpose of the variation is not based
8      exclusively upon the desire to obtain a higher
9      financial return on the property, but rather to


10      provide an additional accessory building for the
11      occupants of the dwelling.  I feel that standard
12      is met.
13                     (All those agreed.)
14           MR. MILLER:  D)  The alleged difficulty or
15      hardship has not been created by any person
16      presently having an interest in the property.
17           MR. BRONKEMA:  The alleged difficulty or
18      hardship has not been created by Mr. and
19      Mrs. Hawkins as the existing building on the
20      site -- or the original on the site which had
21      existed when they acquired the property and the
22      proposed building will replace the torn-down
23      building.  The standard is met.
24                     (All those agreed.)
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1      congestion in the public streets or increase the
2      danger of fire or endanger the public safety or
3      substantial diminish or impair property values
4      within the neighborhood.  The proposed building
5      is -- I mean, it's sort of within the buildings
6      he's already got there, so I don't see how it
7      would affect the neighbors or whatnot, so I
8      think the standard is met.
9                     (All those agreed.)


10           MR. MILLER:  The Zoning Board of Appeals
11      shall not vary the regulations of this ordinance
12      unless it shall find findings based upon the
13      evidence presented to it in each specific case
14      that:  A)  The plight of the owner is due to the
15      unique circumstance.
16           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, the circumstances are
17      unique due to the presence of the existing
18      buildings on the site and the fact that the
19      proposed building will replace a torn-down,
20      existing building.  Standard met.
21                     (All those agreed.)
22           MR. MILLER:  And B)  The variation, if
23      granted, will not alter the essential character
24      of the locality.
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1           MR. MILLER:  E)  The granting of the
2      variation will not materially -- will not be
3      materially detrimental to the public welfare or
4      injurious to the property or improvements in the
5      neighborhood in which the property is located.
6           MR. SWORD:  No evidence has been submitted
7      that would indicate that the granting of the
8      variation will in no way be materially
9      detrimental to the public welfare or injurious


10      to other property or improvements in the
11      neighborhood in which the property is located.
12      I feel that standard is met.
13                     (All those agreed.)
14           MR. MILLER:  F)  The proposed variation
15      will not impair an adequate supply of light or
16      air to adjacent property or substantially
17      increase the congestion in the public streets or
18      increase the danger of fire or endanger the
19      public safety or substantially diminish or
20      impair property values within the neighborhood.
21           MR. FREEBERG:  No evidence has been
22      submitted that would indicate the variation will
23      impair an adequate supply of light or air to
24      adjacent property or substantially increase the
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1           MR. ANDERSON:  The variation will not
2      alter the essential character of the locality as
3      the site is located within a predominantly
4      agricultural area where similar building sizes
5      and configurations exist already.  I feel that
6      standard is met.
7                     (All those agreed.)
8           MR. MILLER:  In addition to the required
9      findings of fact pursuant to Section 6.06(D)(1)


10      of the Zoning Ordinance, the Board is also
11      required to find that the area of all accessory
12      buildings would be compatible with the
13      neighborhood and design, location and size,
14      proportionality between the size of the
15      principal building, parcel, street frontage and
16      size of the accessory structure.
17           MR. SWORD:  The Board finds that the area
18      of all accessory buildings will be compatible
19      with the neighborhood, design, location and size
20      and the proposed accessory building is
21      proportional to the existing dwelling and parcel
22      size and frontage.  I feel that standard is met.
23                     (All those agreed.)
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Going through our finding
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1      of facts the Board has found that all standards
2      have been met.  I will entertain a motion.
3           MR. FREEBERG:  I move that we allow the
4      construction of the additional accessory
5      building for Mark and Sharon Hawkins and grant
6      Variation No. 8-09.
7           MR. SWORD:  I'll second that.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Curt has moved, Jason has
9      seconded to approve File 08-09 Variation.  Roll


10      call.
11           MR. MILLER:  Bronkema?
12           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
13           MR. MILLER:  Anderson?
14           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
15           MR. MILLER:  Sword?
16           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
17           MR. MILLER:  Freeberg?
18           MR. FREEBERG:  Yes.
19           MR. MILLER:  McKinney?
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
21                     (By voice vote five ayes.)
22           MR. MILLER:  Five yes.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passed.  Come in and
24      see Mike sometime and get your permit and
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1           Now on this 30th day of July 2009, I do
2      signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3      before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
5
6
7


               Bruce McKinney, Chairman
8
9


10
11
12


               Michael Reibel,
13                Zoning Administrator
14
15
16
17


               Julie K. Edeus
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               IL License No. 084-003820
19                P.O. Box 381


               Dixon, Illinois  61021
20
21
22
23
24
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1      whatever else you need to be doing.
2           MARK HAWKINS:  All right.  Thank you.
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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